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MISCELLANEOUS LEGISLATION WITH REGARD 
TO VETERANS 





WEDNESDAY, MAY 18, 1955 


Hovusr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m. in the committee room of the 
House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, Hon. James A. Byrne (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Diaeas (acting chairman of the subcommittee). The subcom- 
mittee will come to order. In the absence of Mr. Byrne, our regular 
subcommittee chairman, who has been delayed this morning because 
of some interruption in his travel, we will proceed. 

We are meeting this morning to consider a number of bills which 
come within the jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on Administration. 

The first bill is H. R. 149, sponsored by the gentleman from Arkan- 
sas, Mr. Mills. This is a bill to permit any veteran of both World 
Wars to elect to have his service in World War I counted as service 
in World War II for the purpose of determining eligibility for certain 
benefits. 

We also have before us a bill sponsored by the former chairman of 
this committee, the gentlewoman from Massachusetts, Mrs. Rogers, 
H. R. 723, a bill to regulate the membership of sections of the Board 
of Veterans’ Appeals, providing for a rotation policy. 

A distinguished former member of this committee, the gentleman 
from Florida, Mr. Matthews, has introduced H. R. 1821, a bill to 
provide that checks for benefits provided by laws administered by 
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs may be forwarded to the 
addressee in certain cases, which seeks to. permit the forwarding of 
veterans’ benefit checks in line with the policy followed by the Social 
Security Administration. 

We also have before us H. R. 2209, introduced by the chairman of 
the committee, Mr. Teague, of Texas, at the request of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, a bill to amend section 300 of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944 in relation to the entitlement of servicemen, 
discharged or dismissed by court-martial, to veterans’ rights. 

The gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. Brooks, is the.sponsor of H. R. 
2562, a bill to amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 
1952, to provide that receipt of mustering-out payments shall not 
bar receipt of unemployment compensation payments made under 
that act, which is applicable to Korean veterans. 

The gentleman from New York, Mr. Wharton, has introduced 
H. R. 4237, a bill to amend section 503 of the Veterans’ Readjustment 
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Assistance Act of 1952 to allow certain veterans to file claims for 
mustering-out payment prior to July 16, 1955. 

We also have before us a bill sponsored by another able former 
member of this committee, the gentleman from Connecticut, Mr. 
Cretella, H. R. 4727, a bill to permit the issuance of a flag to a friend 
or associate of the deceased veteran where it is not claimed by the 
next of kin. 

The chairman of the committee, Mr. Teague, of Texas, has also 
introduced at the request of the Department of Labor H. R. 4946, 
a bill to amend title IV of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act, 
which would provide for a termination date for filing for unemploy- 
ment compensation. This measure was mentioned in the President’s 
budget message received by the Congress last January. 

The last bill we have before us is H. R. 5792, sponsored by the gentle- 
man from Missouri, Mr. Karsten, which is similar in intent to the bill 
sponsored by the gentleman from New York, Mr. Wharton, and is 
a bill to amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, 
to extend the time for filing claims for mustering-out payments. 

All of the sponsors of this legislation have been invited to testify 
before the committee, or if they desire, to submit statements. In 
addition, the four major veterans’ organizations have been advised of 
this hearing, and two of them are here. The Disabled American Vet- 
erans and AMVETS indicated that they did not wish to be heard. 

Without objection, I will insert in the record at this point the texts 
of the bills, and other pertinent information we have on hand. 

(The information is as follows:) 


[H. R. 149, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


4 BILL, To permit any veteran of both World Wars to elect to have his service in World War I counted 
as service in World War II for the purpose cf determining eligibility for certain benefits 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the purpose of satisfying any require- 
ment as to length of service contained in any law or regulation conferring any 
right, privilege, or benefit on veterans of World War II, any such veteran who 
serviced in the active military or naval service of the United States after October 
14, 1919, and before November 18, 1919, and who was separated from such service 
under conditions other than dishonorable shall, if he so elects, be held and 
considered to have rendered such service during World War IT. 





[H. R. 723, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To regulate the membership of sections of the Board of Veterans’ Appeals 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of subparagraph (a), 
paragraph I, part II. Veterans Regulation Numbered 2 (a), as amended, is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

“The Chairman may from time to time divide the Board into sections of 
three members, assign the members of the Board thereto and designate the 
chief thereof, but the members of each section shall be rotated so that two mem- 
bers will be assigned to some other section at least every three months.”’ 
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[H. R. 1821, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To provide that checks for benefits provided by laws administered by the Administrator of Veter- 
ans’ Affairs may be forwarded to the addressee in certain cases 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the first paragraph of section 3 of the Act 
entitled ‘‘An Act making appropriations for the payment of invalid and other 
pensions of the United States for the fiscal year ending June Thirtieth, Nineteen 
Hundred and Thirteen, and for other purposes’’, approved August 17, 1912, as 
amended (38 U.S. C., sec. 50), is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 3. Pensions, compensation, insurance, or other allowances or benefits 
provided for by laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration shall be paid 
by checks drawn, pursuant to certification by the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs, by the Secretary of the Treasury in such form as to protect the United 
States against loss, without separate vouchers or receipts, and payable by the 
Treasurer of the United States, except in any case in which the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs may consider a voucher necessary for the protection of the 
Government. Such checks shall be transmitted by mail to the payee thereof at 
his last known address, and if he has moved and filed a regular change of address 
notice with the Post Office Department, shall be forwarded to him. The envelope 
or cover of each such check shall bear on the face thereof the following notice: 
‘POSTMASTER: PLEASE FORWARD if addressee has moved and filed a 
regular change-of-address notice. If addressee is deceased, return the letter with 
date of death, if known’.”’ 

(b) The second paragraph of such section 3 is hereby amended by striking out 
“or removed”. 

Sec. 2. Sections 4764, 4765, and 4767 of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States are hereby repealed. 





[H. R. 2209, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 300 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 in relation to the entitlement 
of servicemen, discharged or dismissed by court-martial, to veterans’ rights 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 300 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 286) is amended by deleting therefrom the word “general’’. 

Sec. 2. The amendment contained in the first section of this Act is effective 
as of ninety days after the date of enactment of this Act, and shall be applicable 
only to dismissals or discharges occurring on or after such effective date by 
reason of the sentences of courts-martial other than general courts-martial. 


[H. R. 2562, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide that receipt of mustering- 
out payments shall not bar receipts of unemployment compensation payments made under that Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 401 (a) of the Veterans’ Readjustment 
Assistance Act of 1952 is amended by striking out everything from ‘“: Provided, 
however,”’ and inserting in lieu thereof a period. 





[H. R. 4237, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 503 of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to allow certain 
veterans to file claims for mustering-out payment prior to July 16, 1955 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of section 503 of the 
Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 (38 U.S. C., sec. 1013) is hereby 
amended by striking out “within two years after the date of enactment of this 
title’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘on or before July 16, 1955” 

Src. 2. Individuals whose applications for mustering-out payment made under 
such section 503 were disapproved prior to the date of enactment of this Act on 
the ground that they were not timely filed must file new applications on or before 
July 16, 1955, to be entitled to mustering-out payment under the Veterans’ 
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952. 
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[H. R. 4727, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To permit the issuance of a flag to a friend or associate of the deceased veteran where it is not claimed 
by the next of kin 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That paragraph I of Veterans Regulation Num- 
bered 9 (a), as amended, is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“I. Where an honorably discharged veteran of any war, or a person honorably 
discharged from the United States Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard 
after serving at least one enlistment or for disability incurred in line of duty, dies 
after discharge, a flag to drape the casket shall be furnished in all cases; such flag 
to be given to the kext of kin after burial of the veteran: Provided, That in the 
event no claim is made for the flag by the next of kin, it may be given, upon request, 
to a close friend or an associate of the deceased veteran.” 


[H. R. 4946, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend title IV of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 409 of title IV of the Veterans’ 
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 409. (a) No compensation shall be paid under this title for any week 
commencing more than three years after the effective date of this amendment to 
this section or the effective date of the discharge or release prescribed in section 
407 (a), whichever is the later date. 

*‘(b) In the case of any veteran who has pursued a program of education or 
training under title II, a program of vocational rehabilitation under part VIT of 
Veterans Regulation Numbered | (a), or a program of education or training under 
part VIII of Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a) for a period or periods in excess 
of two years after the ninetieth day after the date of enactment of this Act, or after 
his discharge or release from active service, whichever is the later, no compensation 
shall be paid under this title for any week commencing more than one year after 
the termination of his program of education or training or vocational rehabilita- 
tion or five years after his discharge or release from active service, whichever is 
the earlier. 

““(c) In no event shall compensation be paid under this title for any period after 
January 31, 1960.” 





[H. R. 5792, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, to extend the time for filing claims 
for mustering-out payments 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 503 of the Veterans’ Readjustment 
Assistance Act of 1952 is amended by striking out ‘‘within two years after the 
date of enactment of this title’? and inserting in lieu thereof ‘on or before July 
16, 1956’’. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AiR Force, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, January 3, 1956. 
Hon. Sam RayBurn, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Spraker: There is forwarded herewith a draft of legisla- 
tion, to amend section 300 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 
1944 in relation to the entitlement of servicemen discharged or dis- 
missed by court martial to veterans rights. 

This proposal is part of the Department of Defense legislative pro- 
gram for 1955 and the Bureau of the Budget has advised that it has no 
objection to the submission of this proposal for the consideration 
of the Congress. The Department of the Air Force has been desig- 
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nated as the representative of the Department of Defense for this 
legislation. It is recommended that this proposal be enacted by the 
Congress. 

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION 


Section 300 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 (38 
U. S. C. 693g) provides in pertinent part as follows: 

The discharge or dismissal by reason of the sentence of a general court martial of 
any person from the military or naval forces * * * shall bar all rights of such 
person, based upon the period of service from which he is so discharged or dis- 
missed, under any laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration * * *., 
{Italics supplied.] 

The proposed bill would eliminate the word ‘‘general’”’ from section 
300 so as to deny benefits under the laws administered by the Veterans’ 
Administration to any person who has been discharged or dismissed 
from the military or naval forces by reason of the sentence of a court- 
martial. Under the Uniform Code of Military Justice which governs 
the Armed Forces today, if a general or a special court-martial sen- 
tences a person to discharge or dismissal from military service, the 
discharge or dismissal may only be adjudged for certain types of 
offenses. 

At the time the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 was 
enacted (June 22, 1944) the Uniform Code of Military Justice had 
not been enacted and thus was not in force throughout the Armed 
Forces. 

Since the enactment of the Uniform Code, the Armed Forces have 
been confronted with an increasingly difficult situation involving a 
number of individuals who have admitted the "v entered military serv- 
ice with the express purpose of obtaining a bad-conduct discharge by 
the commission of a series of minor offenses. The plans of ‘these 
individuals encompass a belief that the receipt of a bad-conduct dis- 
charge will insure them against future military service and still permit 
them to receive veterans’ benefits. 

A bad-conduct discharge is neither an honorable nor a dishonorable 
discharge, and it may be adjudged by either a general or a special 
court-martial. Under existing laws granting benefits to veterans and 
as administered by the Veterans’ Administration, the period of active 
service upon which a claim is based must have been terminated by 
a discharge or release “under conditions other than dishonorable” 
(sec. 1503 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944; 38 U.S.C. 
697c). Thus, a bad-conduct discharge adjudged by special court- 
martial requires the Veterans’ Administration to make a determina- 
tion of eligibility for benefits after examining the facts upon which 
the bad-conduct dise harge was adjudged. On the other hand, a bad- 
conduct discharge adjudged by a general court-martial, even for a 
similar offense or a series of offenses which in other cases resulted in 
a discharge or dismissal by a special court-martial, automatically bars 
the holder from benefits administere d by the ere Administration. 

Veterans’ Regulation 1064 (38 CFR 3.64) provides that veterans’ 
benefits will be denied a 
the discharge or separation from active military or naval service was (1) for 
mutiny, (2) spying, or (3) for an offense involving moral turpitude or willful and 
persistent misconduct: Provided, however, That where service was otherwise 
honest, faithful, and meritorious, a discharge or separation other than dishonor- 
able because of the commission of a minor offense will not be deemed to con- 
stitute discharge or separation under dishonorable conditions. 


62842—55——2 
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This regulation governs the adjudication of all claims for benefits 
received by the various regional offices of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion. Accordingly, since there is no automatic denial of benefits to 
individuals discharged by reason of the sentence of a special court- 
martial, it is possible for an individual to receive a bad-conduct 
discharge by deliberately committing a series of offenses for which 
he is not tried by a general court-martial and, depending upon the 
interpretation of facts by a Veterans’ Administration adjudication 
officer, receive all veterans’ benefits available under laws adminis- 
tered by the Veterans’ Administration. Experience has shown this 
fact is well known among those individuals seeking bad-conduct 
discharges from the military services. It is the belief of the Depart- 
ment of Defense that this ostensible loophole in veterans’ legislation 
should be closed by denying veterans’ benefits to all individuals dis- 
charged or dismissed from military service as a result of a court- 
martial. The interests of justice and military discipline support 
this conclusion. 

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCES 


This proposal was submitted to the 83d Congress by the Depart- 
ment of the Air Force on June 1, 1954, as part of the Department of 
Defense legislative program for 1954 but was not introduced. 


COST AND BUDGET DATA 


Enactment of this proposed legislation would result in no addi- 
tional cost to the Department of Defense. 
Sincerely yours, 


Harowp E. Ta.sorr. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 15, 1956. 
Hon. Our E. TEeaaue, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Tracuse: This is in reply to your request for a report on 
H. R. 2209, 84th Congress, a bill to amend section 300 of the Service- 
men’s Readjustment Act of 1944 in relation to the entitlement of 
servicemen, discharged or dismissed by court-martial, to veterans’ 
rights. 

The purpose of the bill is to amend section 300 of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944 so as to deny benefits under laws admin- 
istered by the Veterans’ Administration to a person who is discharged 
or dismissed from the military or naval forces by reason of the sen- 
tence of any court-martial. In its present form section 300 is appli- 
cable to a discharge or dismissal by reason of the sentence of a general 
court-martial and provides in pertinent part as follows: 


The discharge or dismissal by reason of the sentence of a general court-martial 
of any person from the military or naval forces * * * shall bar all rights of 
such person, based upon the period of service from which he is so discharged or 
dismissed, under any laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration * * *. 
[Italic supplied.] 
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The amendment would delete from the quoted language the word 
“oeneral.”’ 

Section 2 of the bill would limit the application of the amendment 
to dismissals or discharges by reason of the sentences of courts- 
martial, other than general courts-martial, occurring on or after the 
effective date of the amendment, the effective date being 90 days 
after enactment. 

This bill embodies a proposal of the Department of Defense as 
submitted by the Secretary of the Air Force in a letter to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives of January 3, 1955 (Committee Print 
No. 6). It was therein stated that since the enactment of the Uni- 
form Code of Military Justice, the Armed Forces have been confronted 
with an increasingly difficult situation involving individuals who 
admitted that they entered the service with the view of obtaining a 
bad conduct discharge under conditions which would preclude further 
military service and yet permit them to receive veterans’ benefits. It 
is the position of the Department of Defense that the interests of 
justice and military discipline require the closing of this “ostensible 
loophole” by denying veterans’ benefits to all persons discharged or 
dismissed as the result of a sentence of court-martial, without limiting 
this bar to sentences of general courts-martial. 

Since the automatic bar to veterans’ benefits established by section 
300 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act does not include a dis- 
charge based upon the sentence of a court-martial other than a general 
court-martial, the effect of a bad-conduct discharge adjudged, by a 
special court-martial depends upon a determination made by the 
Veterans’ Administration, after examining the facts and circumstances, 
as to whether the discharge or release was “under conditions other 
than dishonorable.”” This results basically from section 1503 of the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, providing that a discharge or release 
from active service under conditions other than dishonorable shall be 
a prerequisite to entitlement to veterans’ benefits provided by that 
act or Public No. 2, 73d Congress, as amended. Title II of the Vet- 
erans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, relating to education 
and vocational assistance, also contains this requirement. 

As pertinent legislative background, it should be noted that S. 
1767, 78th Congress, which was enactea as the Servicemen’s Read- 
justment Act, was originally passed by the Senate with section 300 
barring benefits under laws administered by the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion where the individual was discharged or dismissed by reason of the 
sentence of any court-martial. Section 301 of the same bill, as passed 
by the Senate, excluded from the review any corrective action provided 
by that section a discharge or dismissal pursuant to the sentence of any 
court-martial. Each of these sections was amended in the House of 
Representatives to limit the effect of the bar and the exception, 
respectively, to a discharge or dismissal based on the sentence of a 
general court-martial. 

It is also noteworthy that at the time the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act was enacted, the Articles for the Government of the Navy 
authorized a summary court-martial of the Navy to. adjudge bad 
conduct discharges in certain cases, but discharge or dismissal could 
not be adjudged by court-martial action in the Army except by a 
general court-martial. The Selective Service Act of 1948 (Public 
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Law 759, 80th Cong.) introduced the bad-conduct discharge to the 
Army and the Air Force as an additional punitive discharge and 
authorized its imposition by a special or a general court-martial, 
limiting the dishonorable type of discharge to sentence of a general 
court-martial. The Uniform Code of Military Justice, which applies 
to all of the services, now authorizes either a special court or a general 
court to adjudge a bad conduct discharge under certain conditions. 

It will thus be seen that the bad-conduct discharge has been avail- 
able as a punitive measure in court-martial proceedings for a consid- 
erable period of time. While it is true that, unless adjudged by 
general courts-martial, such discharges have oce upied a somewhat 
more favorable potential status in relation to veterans’ benefits than 
dishonorable discharges or dismissals, it is also the fact that they have 
been accorded a preference in the review afforded by section 301 of 
the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act. The proposed legislation would 
wipe out the distinction insofar as the automatic bar of section 300 is 
concerned, but would not change the disparity which exists under 
section 301. 5S. 1646, 83d Congress, and H. R. 2273, 83d Congress, 
if enacted, would have eliminated the distinction in this respect now 
contained in section 301 so that a discharge or dismissal pursuant to 
the sentence of any court-martial would be excluded from the right 
of review afforded by that section. However, no such proposal has 
yet been reintroduced in the 84th Congress. 

The particular interest of the Department of Defense in this pro- 
posal from the standpoint of military discipline is appreciated. Cases 
will continue to arise in which there is a reasonable question whether 
the bad-conduct discharge was under dishonorable conditions, such 
as a bad-conduct discharge based upon repeated convictions of minor 


offenses. However, in view of the considerations of policy urged by 
the Department of Defense, the Veterans’ Administration would not 
interpose an objection to the enactment of the proposed amendment 
to section 300. 
Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there 
would be no objection to the submission of this report to the committee. 
Sincerely yours, 


JoHN S. PATTERSON, 
Deputy Administrator 
(For and in the absence of the Administrator. ) 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 11, 1958. 
Hon. Ouin E. Treacuer, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. TEAGUE: This has reference to your request for a report 
by the Veterans’ Administration on H. R. 149, 84th Congress, a bill 
to permit any veteran of both World Wars to elect to have his service 
in World War I counted as service in World War II for the purpose of 
determining eligibility for certain benefits, which provides as follows: 
That, for the purpose of satisfying any requirement as to length of service 
contained in any law or regulation conferring any right, privilege, or benefit on 
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veterans of World War II, any such veteran who served in the active military or 
naval service of the United States after October 14, 1919, and before November 18, 
1919, and who was separated from such service under conditions other than dis- 
honorable shall, if he so elects, be held and considered to have rendered such 
service during World War II. 

H. R. 149 is identical with bills which have been introduced in the 
Congress over a number of years. The most recent example is H. R. 
164, 83d Congress, which was pending before your committee at the 
close of that Congress and on which the Veterans’ Administration 
submitted a report under date of May 13, 1953 (Committee Print 
No. 60, 83d Cong.). 

The attention of the committee is invited to the fact that with 
respect to those who served in World War I the term “veteran of 
any war” is defined under the provisions of paragraph IV, Veterans 
Regulation No. 10, as amended (38 U.S. C., ch. 12 (A)), as including: 

* * * Any officer, enlisted man, member of the Army Nurse Corps (female) 
or Navy Nurse Corps (female) who was employed in the active military or naval 
service of the United States on or after April 6, 1917, and before November 12, 
1918; provided, however, if the person was serving with the United States 
military forces in Russia the dates herein shall be extended to April 1, 1920 * * * 

With certain exceptions this definition is generally applicable under 
laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration. However, 
except as to emergency officers’ retirement pay, reenlistment in the 
military or naval services on or after November 12, 1918, and before 
July 2, 1921, where there was prior service iden April 6, 1917, 
and November 11, 1918, is considered World War I service under 
laws providing benefits for veterans of World War I and their de- 
pendents. In this connection, it should be noted that the period of 
service “after October 14, 1919, and before November 18, 1919” set 
forth in the bill, is not generally considered World War I service 
within the purview of the foregoing. To this extent the title of the 
bill may be considered as misleading in referring to “any veteran of 
both World Wars.”’ [Italics supplied.] 

The bill refers to ““World War IT” but fails to define the delimiting 
dates it is intended should be considered as constituting such war 
period. For the purposes of this report it will be assumed that 
(a) World War II consists of _ period of hostilities (December 7, 
1941—December 31, 1946), and (b) any law or regulation conferring 
a right, privilege, or benefit an? on service during the mentioned 
dates is a law or regulation conferring a right, priv ilege, or benefit on 
veterans of World War II within the purview of the bill. 

When this proposal was first introduced (H. R. 6299, 81st Cong.), 
the significance of the dates of service set forth in the bill were not 
apparent. Accordingly, inquiry in this regard was made of the 
sponsor who advised that the bill was designed to afford relief to 
Mr. Jesse B. Hooten (C-468213) and persons similarly situated. 
The Veterans’ Administration is not informed concerning the identity 
of any similar cases. 

According to a report from the Department of the Army, Mr. 
Hooten entered into active service in the United States Ar my, October 
16, 1919, and was honorably discharged November 18, 1919, on a 
certificate of disability for discharge because of a condition held to 
have existed prior to enlistment and not incurred in line of duty. On 
August 20, 1942, during World War II, Mr. Hooten was inducted in 
the Army and immediately transferred to the Enlisted Reserve Corps. 
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He was recalled from the Enlisted Reserve Corps and reported for 
active duty on September 3, 1942, and was honorably discharged 
October 28, 1942, on a certificate of disability for discharge because of 
a condition held to have existed prior to enlistment and not incurred 
in or aggravated by active service. 

Many claims for compensation alleging disability incurred in service 
have been filed by Mr. Hooten with the Veterans’ Administration and 
its predecessor agencies. However, upon consideration of the evidence 
it was determined in each instance that Mr. Hooten is not entitled 
to compensation for service-connected disability as the evidence of 
record clearly shows he has no disability incurred in or aggravated by 
military service during his peacetime enlistment or in World War IL. 
Moreover, he does not qualify for payment of pension for non-service- 
connected disability as the length of his service during World War II 
falls short of the 90 days’ active service required under existing law 
and, further, pension for non-service-connected disability is not 
authorized on the basis of peacetime service. It may be noted, how- 
ever, that hospitalization and domiciliary care, inc ‘luding medic al and 
surgic al services, have been extended by the Veterans’ Administration 
to Mr. Hooten on several occasions for non-service-connected condi- 
tions, on the basis of his active service in World War II. 

By permitting tacking of peacetime service to World War II service, 
the bill, if enacted, would render persons affected thereby potentially 
eligible to certain benefits to which the ‘y are not now eligible as veterans 
of World War IT because of length of service requirements of govern- 
ing laws administered by the “Veterans’ Administration and other 
agencies. Among such benefits under laws administered by the Vet- 
erans’ Administration are permanent and total non-service, connected 
disability pension for veterans; non-service-connected death pension 
to the widows or children of deceased veterans; and the guaranty or 
insurance of loans for the purchase or construction of homes, farms, 
and business property. 

It should be noted that H. R. 149, if enacted, would not render 
Mr. Hooten potentially eligible for the benefits set forth above. As 
stated earlier in this report, Mr. Hooten had active military service 
from October 16, 1919, to November 18, 1919 (a period of 34 days), 
and from September 3, 1942, to October 28, 1942 (a period of 56 days), 
the total length of service of both periods amounting to 90 days. 
However, the phrase cortained in the bill “after October 14, 1919, and 
before November 18, 1919” [italics supplied], precludes computation 
of the last day of Mr. Hooten’s peacetime period of service. There- 
fore, under the provisions of the bill, if enacted, Mr. Hooten’s total 
service for the purpose of satisfying any requirement as to length of 
service contained in any law or regulation conferring any ‘right, 
privilege or benefit on veterans of W orld War II would be only 89 days. 
As stated before, the Veterans’ Administration is not informed con- 
cerning the identity of any similar cases 

Certain benefits are afforded veterans of World War II, under laws 
administered by the Veterans’ Administration, without regard to 
length of service where other requirements are met. It is felt that a 
brief reference to such benefits would be helpful to the committee in 
its consideration of the bill. Among such benefits are compensation 
for service-connected disability or death and additional compensation 
for dependents if the veteran’s service-connected disability is rated 
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not less than 50 per centum; vocational rehabilitation to restore em- 
ployability lost by virtue of a handicap due to a compensable service- 

connected disability ; ; hospital treatment or domiciliary care, including 
medical treatment by the Veterans’ Administration; such ‘prosthetic 
appliances or aids for the blind as the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs may determine to be necessary; burial allowance, and a burial 
flag. Payment by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs of an amount 
not to exceed $1,600 on the purchase price of an automobile or other, 
conveyance, is authorized for certain disabled veterans entitled to 
compensation for certain disabilities, and financial assistance not to 
exceed $10,000 is afforded certain veterans in acquiring specially 
adapted housing which they require on account of permanent and 
total service-connected disability due to certain conditions. 

The enactment of H. R. 149 on behalf of World War II veterans 
who may also have served during the peacetime period stated in the 
bill would be discriminatory against World War II veterans who also 
rendered peacetime service but not during the stated period, as well 
as veterans of other wars who are unable to count peacetime service 
in qualifying for wartime benefits. Further, it might serve as a 
precedent for requests for similar legislation in ‘such cases. 

Because of the many unknown factors involved, it is not possible to 
furnish an estimate of the cost of the bill, if enacted. 

The proposed counting of peacetime service as service during World 
War II would be contrary to fact. Accordingly, and in view of its 
discriminatory and precedential aspects, I do not favor enactment of 
H. R. 149. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there 
would be no objection to the submission of this report to the com- 
mittee, and for the reasons stated in the report the Bureau recom- 
mends against favorable consideration of this legislation by the 
committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN S. PaTTrERSON, 
Deputy Administrator 
(For and in the absence of the Administrator) 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 11, 1956. 
Hon. Our E. Treacus, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Teacue: This is in reply to your request for a report on 
H. R. 723, 84th Congress, a bill to regulate the membership of sections 
of the Board of Veterans’ Appeals. 

The purpose of the bill is to require the Chairman of the Board of 
Veterans’ Appeals to rotate section members of the Board, on each 
section, so that two members will be reassigned to other sections at 
least every 3 months. 

For many years the section members have been rotated at regular 
intervals as much as the specialized jurisdiction of the sections would 
permit with consideration given to administrative requirements. 
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The Board receives appeals from adverse decisions rendered by all 
of the operating services of the Veterans’ Administration. Generally 
speaking, the adverse decisions appealed from are made by employees 
who specialize in the particular adjudicative field involved. If the 
Board of Veterans’ Appeals is to render service not inferior to that 
furnished by the agency making the original decision, it must of 
necessity specialize to a large extent on all matters relating to laws 
administered by the Veterans’ Administration. This includes medi- 
cine with its various specialties, insurance, compensation and pension 
laws, education and training, family relations, etc. It is obvious that 
no one person can be a specialist in all the mentioned fields, particu- 
larly in the medical field. 

During fiscal year 1954 the Board of Veterans’ Appeals entered 
56,656 decisions and during the same period disposed of 15,144 hear- 
ings. It has been possible to dispose of such appeals effectively only 
by capitalizing on the experience of individual section members in 
particular specialized fields. In some instances, professional person- 
nel have been employed solely because of their training and experi- 
ence in certain specialized fields. The value of the services of such 
employees would to a great extent be lost if they were reassigned to 
other fields. 

At the present time the Board of Veterans’ Appeals and its staff 
consists of 33 associate members in addition to the Chairman and 
Vice Chairman, there being 11 sections of the Board, 12 medical con- 
sultants, 86 legal consultants, and more than 150 administrative and 
clerical personnel. There is attached a summary of the specialized 
jurisdictions of each of the 11 sections of the Board, showing in more 
detail the extent of the specialized fields and the subject matter re- 
quiring Board action. 

Because of the research required on the part of transferred members 
who would be unfamiliar with the subject matter of the appeal, the 
procedure proposed by the bill would slow down the work of the 
Board approximately 35 percent and interfere with prompt, efficient 
service to veterans and their dependents in disputed claims. Insofar 
as the proposed procedure would require that additional members of 
the Board be employed to keep work on a current basis, the enact- 
ment of the bill would increase administrative costs but the extent of 
such increased costs cannot be satisfactorily estimated. 

Because of the adverse effect which the proposed procedures would 
have upon the efficient disposition of appeals, I recommend that the 
bill be not favorably considered by your committee. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there 
would be no objection to the presentation of this report to the com- 
mittee. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN S. PatrTEerRson, 
Deputy Administrator 
(For and in the absence of the Administrator). 
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Assignment of cases—January 1955 


Subject and special assignments 


Tuberculosis, manifestations; relationship to other diseases; deter- 
mination of activity and progression; presumption of service 
connection differing as to World War I, World War II, and 
other periods of service; graduated ratings and statutory awards 

Gastric ulcers, determination of activity; course; presumption of 
service connection; evaluation of disabling effects. 

Neuropsychiatric diseases; classifications; psychiatric disorders, dif- 
ferentia] diagnoses; relationship to systemic disease, to combat 
service, to other hardships of service; course, presumption of | 
service connection, differing according to service; evaluation; 
neurological conditions, classifications; etiology; relationship to 
functional neuropsychiatric conditions, to other diseases and 
injuries, to hardships of service; course; presumption of service 
connection differing according to service - 

Neuropsychiatric (overflow) -_---- 

Tropical diseases, classifications; etiology : ; relationship to other 
diseases, to hardships of service; presumption of service con- 
nection differing according to service 

Gunshot wounds; (increased ratings) underlying pathology; rela- 
tionship of diseases, statutory awards tg nie 

Misconduct disease; classification; etiology; requirements for 
service connection, differing according to service; statutory 
awards. i . 

Misconduct injury; line-of-duty; burden of proof, incompetency 

Eye, ear, nose and throat cases; etiology; presumption of service 
connection differing according to service; relationship to hard- 
ships of service; evaluation of disability and statutory awards_- 

Dental cases; reconciliation of conflicting records and charts; pre- 
sumption of service connection differing accordance to service; 
relationship to hardships of service, intercurrent disease, injury- 

Prisoners of war; diseases due to confinement and malnutrition; 
other diseases; course of diseases; evaluation - 

Suicide; determining fact of; mental status 

Insurance; contract; automatic; gratuitous; disability benefits; 
waiver of premiums; death benefits, including questions of 
beneficiary designation and change; relationship, etc., indem- 
nity; simultaneous claims and entitlement under sec. 305, World 
War Veterans Act, 1924, on basis of uncollected compensation. - 

Forfeiture of rights; controlling laws, burden of and degree of proof, 
benefits lost, penalty, etc. 

Line of duty; controlling law, differi ing according to servic e; evalua- 
tion of facts; military findings and extent to which controlling 
Need for aid and attendance; Public Law 149, 82d Cong.; sufficiency 

of evidence; determination; types of cases- 

Medical reimbursement; controlling regulations differing according 
to service; emergency; availability of Veterans’ Administration 
facilities. _--_-- ae 

Injuries during hos pitaliz zation or examination; sec. 31, Public Law 
141, 73d Cong., and Public Law 866, 76th Cong.; malpractice, 


Injuries during training; Public ‘Law 16, 78th. Cong. , dete rmination 
of relationship to training, ete 

Special housing; conveyances, need, feasibility, etc__- 

Vocational rehabilitation; Public Law 16, 78th Cong., and Public 
Law 894, sist Cong., entitlement; need; feasibility. 

Education and training; Public Law 346, 78th Cong., and Public 
Law 550, 82d Cong.; entitlement; type of course approved: sub- 
sistence allowance; charac ter of discharge -- ._- me 

Relationship questions; marriage, divorce, and dependency 

Attorneys’ fees, burial claims, old pension claims, Spanish-American 
Oe, Indian Wars, Civil War, dependency, marital relation- 
ships_--_.- 5 

Emergency officers retirement; Public Law 506, 70th C ong.: ; Public | 
Law 743, 76th Cong.: Public Law 746, 76th Cong 

Philippine cases; except vocational rehabilitation and education, 
not exclusive as to increased ratings......._- 

Other cases not classified above 


62842— 
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Unirep States DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, June 30, 1954 
Hon. Epirnx Nourse Rocers, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mrs. Rogers: I am enclosing a draft bill prepared by the 
Department of Labor to amend title [IV of the Veterans’ Readjust- 
ment Assistance Act of 1952. I will greatly appreciate it if you 
would find it possible to have this bill introduced at the earliest 
possible opportunity. 

This draft bill places a limit on the time within which a veteran 
may file for unemployment compensation benefits under title IV of 
the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952. This act per- 
mits veterans to secure such benefits upon disc charge from service 
since they would not otherwise be eligible under State law. Although 
the act contains a termination date for the whole program, it does not 
put any limit upon the time within which a veteran can file for bene- 
fits so long as the program is in operation. The draft bill provides 
that a veteran must file within 3 years of discharge or of the effective 
date of the amendment, whichever is later. It inserts this provision 
in section 409 of the act, which contains the final cutoff date. 

If no time limitation is placed on the period during which a veteran 
can file for unemployment compensation benefits under title IV, the 
cost of this program will continue to mount. For the indefinite 
future, veterans who have qualified for benefits under State unem- 
ployment compensation laws will be able to secure supplemental 
benefits under title IV, if the State benefits are smaller either in 
duration or amount, until the veteran has received a total of $676 
under title IV. In addition, records will have to be kept on each 
veteran until he has drawn the maximum amount, which may be 
many years hence. 

I believe that the 3-year period is sufficiently long to enable the 
veteran to make the readjustment from military to civilian pursuits. 
It is also sufficiently long so that there is no necessity for the veteran 
to file immediately upon discharge. This gives him an opportunity 
to accumulate wage credits under the State program, thus placing 
less demand on the special program provided by title IV of the 
Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952. The Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944, which provided unemployment compensa- 
tion for World War II veterans, also contained a time limitation. The 
limitation in that act was 1 year less than under the present proposal. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that this draft bill has the 
approval of the Veterans’ Administration and is in accord with the 
program of the President. 

Yours very truly, 
James P. MrrcHe.i 
Secretary of Labor. 


A BILL To amend Title IV of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 409 of title IV of the Veterans’ 
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 is amended to read as follows: 

; 409. No compensation shall be paid under this title for any week com- 
mencing more than three years after the effective date of this amendment to this 
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section or the effective date of the discharge or release prescribed in section 407 
(a), whichever is the later date: Provided, That in no event shall compensation be 
paid under this title for any week commencing more than five years after the date 
determined by Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress 
prescribed in section 407 (a).” 


CoMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
Washington 25, September 21, 1954. 
Hon. Epvirx Nourse Roacesrs, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 

Drar Mrs. Roaers: Reference is made to your letter of July 
26, 1954, acknowledged by telephone July 28, requesting the com- 
ments and recommendations of the General Acc ounting Office relative 
to the provisions of H. R. 10008, 83d Congress, 2d session, entitled 
“A bill to provide that checks for benefits provided by laws adminis- 
tered by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs may be forwarded to 
the addressee in certain cases.” 

The proposed legislation would eliminate the requirements that the 
Post Office Department return to the Veterans’ Administration 
checks drawn for pensions, compensation, insurance, or other allow- 
ances or benefits administered by that Administration where the 
payee has moved or the payee is a widow believed by the person 
delivering the mail to have remarried unless the mail is addressed in 
the name which the widow acquired by remarriage. 

Section 3 of the act of Aveust 17, 1912 (37 Stat. 312), was reenacted 
by section 1 of the act of June 3, 1936 (49 Stat. 1396), for the specific 
purpose of incorporating into the act the two requirements proposed 
to be eliminated by this bill. It is stated in House Report No. 
2143, 74th Congress, 2d session, on H. R. 9496 (enacted as said amend- 
ment of June 3, 1936) that it is of the highest importance that all 
proper safeguards be established to see that the payments reach only 
the beneficiaries for whom they are intended. Such safeguards are 
just as important today as they were at that time. 

The present requirements reduce the possibility of delivery of 
checks to unauthorized persons and enhance the possibility of making 
timely termination of benefit payments to payees upon a change in 
their status, especially, where the payees change their address while 
under hospital care at Government expense, or upon discontinuance of 
a course of education, or where a widow remarries, or in any other 
case where the payee’s right to the benefit payment is affected. A 
beneficiary, upon such change of status and with knowledge that his 
right to further benefit payments terminates, may file a regular 
change of address notice with the Post Office Departme nt, thereby 
requiring any benefit payment check to be forwarded to him under the 
provisions of H. R. 10008. The continued receipt of benefit payments 
would afford him an opportunity to conceal his change of status, 
which would be denied him under the present procedures. 

Undoubtedly, the enactment of the proposed legislation would serve 
to decrease certain administrative costs in both the Treasury Depart- 
ment and the Veterans’ Administration, but such savings would be 
negligible in comparison with the risk which would be assumed by 
the Government under the proposal. The control over benefit pay- 
ments inherent in the present requirements is essential to the interests 
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of the United States and saves not only the expense of making pay- 
ments to many unauthorized persons, but also the much greater 
expense incurred in recovering the amounts of such erroneous pay- 
ments. 

Accordingly, the General Accounting Office strongly recommends 
against favorable consideration of proposed legislation similar to 
H. R. 10008, 82d Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frank H. Weirze., 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States. 


VeTERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 

Washington 25, D. C., November 12, 1954. 
Hon. Epirn Nourse Roacers, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mrs. Rogers: Reference is made to your request for a report 
by the Veterans’ Administration on H. R. 10008, 83d Congress, a bill 
to provide that checks for benefits provided by laws administered by 
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs may be forwarded to the 
addressee in certain cases. 

The purpose of the bill is to eliminate the requirement in existing 
law that checks in payment of pension, compensation, insurance, or 
other allowances or benefits provided for under laws administered by 
the Veterans’ Administration must in every case be returned by the 
postmaster if the addressee has moved. To accomplish this purpose 
the bill provides that the envelope or cover of each such check shall 
bear on the face thereof the following notice: ‘‘Postmaster: Please 
forward if addressee has moved and filed a regular change-of-address 
notice. If addressee is deceased, return the letter with date of death, 
if known.” 

The existing law pertaining to the handling of checks for benefits 
administered by the Veterans’ Administration is contained in section 
3 of the act of August 17, 1912, as amended by section 1 of the act of 
June 3, 1936 (38 U.S. C. 50). Prior to the 1936 amendment the 
mentioned law prohibited the forwarding of checks by the Post 
Office Department where the addressee had moved but it was limited 
to checks in payment of pension. It was, however, the view of the 
Veterans’ Administration that a uniform procedure was desirable and 
that for the protection of the beneficiary as well as the Government 
the prohibition against forwarding checks should apply to checks in 
payment for any benefit administered by the agency. Accordingly, at 
the suggestion and with the cooperation of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration, the Treasury Department submitted proposed legislation to 
accomplish this purpose, resulting in the enactment of the amendatory 
act of June 3, 1936. 

As your committee is aware, the Veterans’ Administration is 
charged by law with rendering service to veterans and their depend- 
ents under the laws enacted for their benefit. Such service involves 
more than pure ministerial functions in that there is a need to maintain 
a close and continuing contact with the veteran or other beneficiary 
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in order to assure that he is receiving directly and promptly the benefit 
to which he may be entitled and, on the other hand, to avoid undue 
delay in discontinuing payments from the Government when entitle- 
ment ceases. It is believed that the existing provisions of law on the 
subject of safeguarding the handling of checks are consistent with this 
responsibility. 

The enactment of H. R. 10008 would increase the possibility of 
unauthorized persons obtaining Government checks and fraudulently 
negotiating them. Under the bill the Veterans’ Administration would 
receive no notice of the change of address nor would it have a record 
of the address to which the check had been delivered. It would appear 
that any inconvenience that may now be experienced by certain 
veterans who fail to receive their monthly check by reason of their 
having moved to another address could readily be overcome by sub- 
mitting to the Veterans’ Administration directly a notice of the 
change of address at the same time it is presented to the Post Office 
Department. 

The Veterans’ Administration has no data upon which to estimate 
the cost or savings that might result from enactment of the bill. 
While it appears that there would be some administrative savings in 
the handling and processing of returned checks, it is believed that such 
savings would be offset by the difficulty in communicating with the 
veteran whose change of address is not of record and the increased cost 
that might be involved in the handling of claims for fraudulently 
negotiated checks. 

In view of the foregoing, I recommend against the favorable con- 
sideration of H. R. 10008 by your committee. 


Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there 
would be no objection to the submission of this report to your 
committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


J. C. PALMER 
(For and in absence of H. V. Higley, Administrator). 


EXEcUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., December 2, 1954. 
Hon. Eprra Nourse Rogers, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mrs. Rogers: This is in reply to your letter of July 26, 
1954, requesting the views of this Office with respect to H. R. 10008, 
a bill to provide that checks for benefits provided by laws administered 
by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs may be forwarded to the 
addressee in certain cases. 

The bill provides for the forwarding of Veterans’ Administration 
benefit checks by the postmaster where the addressee has filed a 
change-of-address notice, rather than returning them to the agency 
as at present. 

Your committee has received reports from the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration and the General Accounting Office raising two principal objec- 
tions to H. R. 10008: 
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(1) Through increasing the possibility of delivering checks to 
the wrong addressee, it would tend to increase the possibility of 
fraud in the negotiation of these checks. 

(2) An important incentive for beneficiaries to keep the 
Veterans’ Administration advised of their whereabouts would be 
removed with the consequence that changes in the status of 
beneficiaries affecting their eligibility would be more difficult to 
discover. 

While the savings in administrative cost which would be achieved 
by the bill is an important consideration, it is the view of the Bureau of 
the oy, 2 that the indirect adverse effects of the bill referred to 
by the General Accounting Office and the Veterans’ Administration 
are of sufficient consequence to justify continuing the existing arrange- 
ment of returning checks to the Veterans’ Administration “when the 
addressee has moved. 

Accordingly the Bureau of the Budget recommends against the 
favorable consideration of this legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 

Donatp R. Betcuer, Assistant Director. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, December 3, 1954. 


Hon. Epiry Nourse RoGers, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mrs. Rocers: Reference is made to your request for 


the views of this Department on H. R. 10008, to provide that checks 
for benefits provided by laws administered by the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs may be forwarded to the addressee in certain cases. 

The proposed legislation would change the existing provision of law 
which prohibits the forwarding by postmasters of envelopes contain- 
ing checks in payment of veterans’ pension, compensation, insurance, 
etc., in cases where the addressee has died or changed his place of 
residence, so as to permit the forwarding of such checks if the addressee 
has filed a change of address notice. 

Enactment of the proposed bill might result in a reduction of the 
work of handling returned checks. On the other hand, the incidence 
of fraud with respect to such checks might be increased. The extent 
to which either of these contingencies would actually occur cannot be 
foreseen, but it does not appear that the net effect on the Treasury 
of the enactment of the bill would be significant in any important 
degree. 

While the Treasury Department would not object to the enactment 
of the bill, the Department feels that its subject matter is of primary 
concern to the Veterans’ Administration. In that connection, it is 
noted from the final calendar of your committee for the 83d Congress 
that a report on the bill has been requested from the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that 
there is no objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Very truly yours, 
M. B. Fousom, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 
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VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 


Washington 25, D. C., May 10, 1958. 
Hon. Oun E. TEAGue 


Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Teacue: Reference is made to your request for reports 
by the Veterans’ Administration on H. R. 4237, 84th Congress, a bill 
to amend section 503 of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act 
of 1952 to allow certain veterans to file claims for mustering-out pay- 
ment prior to July 16, 1955, and H. R. 5792, 84th Congress, a bill to 
amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, to extend 
the time for filing claims for mustering-out payments. 

The purpose of H. R. 4237 is to extend to July 16, 1955, the period 
during which application for mustering-out payment must be made 
by members of the Armed Forces entitled to such payment who were 
discharged or released from active service before July 16, 1952, the 
effective date of title V of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance 
Act of 1952. H.R. 5792 would extend this period for making appli- 
cation in such cases ye July 16, 1956. Under existing law it is re- 
quired that application in such cases must be made within 2 years 
after July 16, 1952, the date of enactment of title V. 

As the committee is aware, the benefit of mustering-out payments 
authorized under title V of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance 
Act of 1952 is administered by the secretaries of the respective service 
departments and the Veterans’ Administration is charged with no 
responsibility in connection therewith. Accordingly, this agency 
defers to those departments with ns jaan to any recommendation on 
the merits of H. R. 4237 or H. R. 579 

Advice has been received from the aes of the Budget that there 
would be no objection to the submission of this report to your com- 
mittee. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. V. Hiatey, Administrator. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 10, 1955. 
Hon. Ouin E. Tracue, 
Chairman, C ‘ommittee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. TreaGve: Reference is made to your request for a report 
by the Veterans’ Administration on H. R.-1821, 84th Congress, a bill 
to provide that checks for benefits provided by laws administered by 
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs may be forwarded to the 
addressee in certain cases. 

H. R. 1821 is identical with H. R. 10008, 83d Congress, on which 
the Veterans’ Administration submitted an unfavorable report to 
your committee under date of November 12, 1954 (Committee Print 
No. 298), a copy of which is enclosed. The views expressed in the 
mentioned report on H. R. 10008 are equally applicable to H. R. 1821, 
84th Congress. 
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Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there 
would be no objection to the submission of this report to your 
committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


H. V. Hieiry, Administrator. 
[No. 298] 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington 25, D. C., November 12, 1954. 
Hon. Epira Nourse Rocers, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mrs. Rocrers: Reference is made to your request for a report by the 
Veterans’ Administration on H. R. 10008, 83d Congress, a bill to provide that 
checks for benefits provided by laws administered by the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs may be forwarded to the addressee in certain cases. 

The purpose of the bill is to eliminate the requirement in existing law that 
checks in payment of pension, compensation, insurance, or other allowances or 
benefits provided for under laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration 
must in every case be returned by the postmaster if the addressee has moved. 
To accomplish this purpose the bill provides that the envelope or cover of each 
such check shall bear on the face thereof the following notice: ‘‘Postmaster: 
Please forward if addressee has moved and filed a regular change-of-address 
notice. If addressee is deceased, return the letter with date of death, if known.”’ 

The existing law pertaining to the handling of checks for benefits administered 
by the Veterans’ Administration is contained in section 3 of the act of August 
17, 1912, as amended by section 1 of the act of June 3, 1936 (88 U.S. C. 50). 
Prior to the 1936 amendment the mentioned law prohibited the forwarding of 
checks by the Post Office Department where the addressee had moved, but it 
was limited to checks in payment of pension. It was, however, the view of the 
Veterans’ Administration that a uniform procedure was desirable and that for 
the protection of the beneficiary as well as the Government the prohibition 
against forwarding checks should apply to checks in payment for any benefit 
administered by the agency. Accordingly, at the suggestion and with the cooper- 
ation of the Veterans’ Administration, the Treasury Department submitted 
proposed legislation to accomplish this purpose, resulting in the enactment of the 
amendatory act of June 3, 1936. 

As your committee is aware, the Veterans’ Administration is charged by law 
with rendering service to veterans and their dependents under the laws enacted 
for their benefit. Such service involves more than pure ministerial functions in 
that there is a need to maintain a close and continuing contact with the veteran 
or other beneficiary in order to assure that he is receiving directly and promptly 
the benefit to which he may be entitled and, on the other hand, to avoid undue 
delay in discontinuing payments from the Government when entitlement ceases. 
It is believed that the existing provisions of law on the subject of safeguarding 
the handling of checks are consistent with this responsibility. 

The enactment of H. R. 10008 would increase the possibility of unauthorized 
persons obtaining Government checks and fraudently negotiating them. Under 
the bill the Veterans’ Administration would receive no notice of the change of 
address nor would it have a record of the address to which the check had been 
delivered. It would appear that any inconvenience that may now be experienced 
by certain veterans who fail to receive their monthly check by reason of their 
having moved to another address could readily be overcome by submitting to 
the Veterans’ Administration directly a notice of the change of address at the 
same time it is presented to the Post Office Department. 

The Veterans’ Administration has no data upon which to estimate the cost or 
savings that might result from enactment of the bill. While it appears that 
there would be some administrative savings in the handling and processing of 
returned checks, it is believed that such savings would be offset by the difficulty 
in communicating with the veteran whose change of address is not of record and 
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the increased cost that might be involved in the handling of claims for fraudu- 
lently negotiated checks. 

In view of the foregoing, I recommend against the favorable consideration of 
H. R. 10008 by your committee. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there would be 
no objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. C. PALMER 
(For and in absence of H. V. Higley, Administrator). 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 18, 1956. 
Hon. Ourn E. Treacue, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Teague: This is in reply to your request for a report on 
H. R. 4727, 84th Congress, a bill to permit the issuance of a flag to a 
friend or associate of the deceased veteran where it is not claimed by 
the next of kin. 

The purpose of the bill is to amend paragraph I of Veterans Regula- 
tion No. 9 (a), as amended, to provide that where an honorably 
discharged veteran of any war, or a person honorably discharged from 
the United States Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard after 
having served at least one enlistment or for disability incurred in line 
of duty, dies after discharge, a flag to drape the casket shall be fur- 
nished in all cases, such flag to be given to the next of kin after the 
burial of the veteran, provided, that in the event no claim is made for 
the flag by the next of kin, it may be given, upon request, to a close 
friend or associate of the deceased veteran. 

The fact that a flag is not immediately claimed by the next of kin 
of a deceased veteran does not preclude issue, upon request, to the 
legally entitled next of kin at a later date. If such flag were given to 
a close friend or associate in the absence of a relative present to claim 
it at the time of burial, complications could possibly arise if an entitled 
relative later was made aware of his right to the flag and subsequently 
presented his claim for it. 

The bill, if enacted, could increase the administrative costs of the 
Veterans’ Administration in securing evidence to show whether the 
claimant was in fact a close friend or associate, and could require the 
Veterans’ Administration to determine which of two or more claimants 
was the closer friend or associate. 

In view of the foregoing, the Veterans’ Administration recommends 
that the bill be not favorably considered by your committee. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there 
would be no objection to the submission of this report to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. V. Hietey, Administrator. 
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VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 12, 1955. 
Hon. Ouin E. Teacup, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Treacue: Reference is made to your request for a report 
by the Veterans’ Administration on H. R. 4946, 84th Congress, a bill 
to amend title IV of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act. 

The purpose of the bill is to amend section 409 of title IV of the 
Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide (a) That 
no unemployment compensation shall be paid under that title for 
any week commencing more than 3 years after the effective date of 
the amendment made by the bill or 3 years after the effective date 
of the discharge or release of the veteran from active service as pre- 
scribed in section 407 (a) of the act, whichever is the later date; and 
(>) that if the veteran has pursued a program of education or training 
or vocational rehabilitation for a period in excess of 2 years after the 
90th day after the date of enactment of the act, or after discharge or 
release from active service, whichever is the later, no compensation 
would be paid for any week commencing more than 1 year after the 
termination of his program of education or training or vocational 
rehabilitation or 5 years after his discharge or release from active 
service, whichever is the earlier. The bill further provides that in 
no event shall unemployment compensation be paid for any period 
after January 31, 1960. 

The termination date for the whole program under section 409 of 
the act is “5 years after the date determined by Presidential proclama- 
tion or concurrent resolution of the Congress prescribed in section 
407 (a).’’ The President, by Proclamation 3080, dated January 1, 
1955, determined February 1, 1955, for the purposes of section 407 (a), 
as the date prior to which persons must have served in the active 
service in the Armed Forces (on or after June 27, 1950) in order to 
come within the meaning of the term “veteran.” 

Title IV of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 
provides for the payment to veterans of unemployment compensa- 
tion at the rate of $26 per week with respect to weeks of unemploy- 
ment (not in excess of a total of 26 weeks). <A veteran is defined in 
section 407 (a) of the act as— 
any person who has served in the active service in the Armed Forces at any time 
on or after June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as shall be determined by Presi- 
dential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress [February 1, 1955], 
and who has been discharged or released from such active service under condi- 
tions other than dishonorable after continuous service of ninety days or more, or 
by reason of an actual service-incurred injury or disability. 

That portion of the bill which would amend section 409 of the Vet- 
erans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 so as to limit the period 
during which unemployment compensation for veterans may be paid 
to a specific length of time after discharge is consistent with the 
philosophies surrounding the development “and passage of the Vet- 
erans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, which is intended to 
provide assistance to veterans in their readjustment from military to 
civilian life. For example, title I]. containing the educational and 
vocational assistance provisions of the act, limits the time for enter- 
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x training to 3 years after discharge or August 20, 1954, whichever 

ater. 

Section 700 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended, relating to the payment of readjustment allowances, a 
similar benefit authorized for World War II veterans, provides that 
any week of unemployment for which the allowance is claimed must 
occur not later than 2 years after discharge or release or the termina- 
tion of the war (July 25, 1947), whichever is the later date. 

It is noted that H. R. 7656, 82d Congress, 2d session, which became 
the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, as originally 
passed by the House of Representatives, did not contain a provision 
for the payment of unemployment compensation. However, during 
consideration of the bill by the Senate, an amendment offered by 
Senator Ferguson from the floor to provide such a benefit was adopted 
and the bill as amended was passed by the Senate. A provision of 
that amendment would have prohibited the payment of unemploy- 
ment compensation for any week of unemployment occurring later 
than 15 months after the date of enactment or the date of discharge 
or release from active service, whichever date would have been the 
later, with an overall cutoff provision of 5 years such as is contained 
in the present law. Subsequently, in conference, the provisions of the 
Senate amendment were modified to eliminate any time limitation 
with respect to the date of discharge from service but continued the 
present overall cutoff date of 5 years after the close of the service 
period. 

The amendment proposed in subsection (a) of section 409 conforms 
with the recommendation on this semiec t made by the President in his 
budget message of January 17, 1955, to the Congress and appears to be 
a reasonable limitation for providing this res udjustment benefit. The 
amendment proposed in subsection (b) of section 409, extending the 
cutoff date for veterans pursuing a program of education or training or 
vocational rehabilitation, would grant a privilege not available to 
World War II veterans similarly situated. It would appear, however, 
that the Department of Labor, the administering agency for the 
program and advocate of the subject legislation, is of the view that it 
would be equitable to toll the running of the period in the case of the 

special groups mentioned. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget with 
respect to a companion bill, S. 1418, that its enactment would be in 
accord with the program of the president. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. V. Hietey, Administrator. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR ForRCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, May 16, 1955. 
Hon. Our E. Tracue, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Cuarrman: I refer to your request for the views of the 
Department of Defense on H. R. 4237, a bill to amend section 503 of 
the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to allow certain 
veterans to file claims for mustering-out payment prior to July 16, 
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1955, and H. R. 5792, a bill to amend the Veterans’ Readjustment 
Assistance Act of 1952, to extend the time for filing claims for mus- 
tering-out payments. ‘The Secretary of Defense has delegated to the 
Department of the Air Force the responsibility for expressing the 
views of the Department of Defense on these bills. 

The purpose of both of these bills is to extend the time within which 
veterans may file claims for mustering-out payments under the 
Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952. H. R. 4237 would 
extend the time for 1 year to July 16, 1955, and H. R. 5792 would 
extend it for 2 years to July 16, 1956. 

The Department of Defense is in accord with the principle embodied 
in these bills that certain veterans should not be deprived of benefits 
received by other veterans similarly situated because of the expiration 
of an arbitrary cutoff date. The Department of the Air Force, 
therefore, on behalf of the Department of Defense favors the enac t- 
ment of H. R. 5792 and prefers it to H. R. 4237 because of the longer 
period provided for in H. R. 5792. 

Any additional expenditures within the Department of Defense 
caused by the enactment of H. R. 5792 or H. R. 4237 can be absorbed 
within existing appropriations. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense 
in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 


Davin S. Smiru, 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force. 


May 18, 1955. 

Hon. Ouin E. TEacun, 

Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Tracue: Reference is made to your request for a report by the 
Veterans’ Administration on H. R. 2562, 84th Congress, a bill To amend the 
Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide that receipt of muster- 
ing-out payments shall not bar receipt of unemployment compensation payments 
made under that act. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize payment of unemployment compensation 
to veterans of service of the Korean conflict period with respect to weeks of unem- 
ployment immediately following discharge, notwithstanding the receipt of muster- 
ing-out payments at the time of such discharge. Under existing law a veteran 
may not be eligible to receive unemployment compensation with respect to weeks 
of unemployment completed within 30 days after his discharge, if he received $100 
in mustering-out payment; or within 60 davs if he received $200 in mustering-out 
payment; or within 90 days if he received $300 in mustering-out payment. 

The bill proposes to amend section 401 (a) of the act by striking out a proviso. 
The reference should be to section 401 (b) since that subsection is the one contain- 
ing the proviso in question. 

As the committee is aware, unemployment compensation authorized under 
title IV of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 is administered by 
the Secretary of Labor and the Veterans’ Administration is charged with no 
responsibility in connection therewith. Further, the benefit of mustering-out 
payment is administered by the Secretaries of the respective service departments. 
Accordingly, the Veterans’ Administration would defer to the recommendations 
of those officials with respect to the merits of H. R. 2562. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report but that the Bureau considers the proposal to be a departure from 
a sound existing policy and accordingly recommends against favorable considera- 
tion of this bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. V. Hicixey, Administrator. 
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DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., May 17, 194: 


Hon. Ouin E. TEAGuB, 
Cnhairman, Committee on Velerens’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN TEAGUE: This is in further response to your request for 
my comments on H. R. 2562, a bill to amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assist- 
ance Act of 1952 to provide that receipt of mustering-out payments shall not bar 
receipt of unemployment compensation payments under that act. 

The bill would delete from the unemployment compensation provisions of the 
act the proviso prohibiting receipt of unemployment compensation payments by 
veterans for certain periods after discharge according to the amount of mustering- 
out pay they are eligible to receive. The proviso in section 401 (b) of the act 
(and not in sec. 401 (a), as stated in the bill) provides that a veteran eligible to 
receive $100 mustering-out pay cannot receive unemployment compensation for 
30 days after discharge. A veteran eligible to receive $200 mustering-out pay is 
barred from unenployment compensation payments for 60 days; and | eligible 
for $300 is barred for 90 days. The proposed bill would thus permit a veteran to 
become eligible for unemployment benefits immediately after discharge, in spite 
of his recei ing mustering-out pay. 

I think the present provision of the act is sound. Mustering-out payments are 
intended to pro’ ide the veteran with income during the period immediately after 
discharge while he is adjusting to civilian life. Payment of unemployment insur- 
ance for the period covered by the mustering-out pay would provide duplicate 
benefits for the same purpose. If both payments were made for the same period, 
the amount received by the individual would exceed, not only the usual amount of 
unemployment compensation payments, but in some cases might be more than 
the going wage which the average ex-serviceman could expect. I do not believe 
the Federal Government should be put to double expense to provide this protec- 
tion, and I an, therefore opposced to this mescure. 

The Bureau of the Buczet ad ises thet it has no objection t 
this report and recommends against enactment of H. R. 2562. 

Sincerely vours, 


» the sub ssion of 


JAMES P. MITCHELL, 


Secretary of Labor 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFIC® OF THE SHCRETARY, 
Washington, May 17, 1955. 
Hon. Orn E. Teacue, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear COoNGR2SSMAN TEAGUE: I should like to express my views on H. R. 4946, 
a bill to amend title IV of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act. The bill is 
a part of the legislative program of the Department of Labor and the Bureau of 
the Budget advises that its enactment would be in accord with the program of 
the President. 

The proposed legislation would amend title IV of the Veterans’ Readjustment 
Assistance Act of 1952, as amended (38 U. 8. C. 901 et seq.) by placing a limit on 
the time within which a veteran may file for unemployment compensation benefits 
under title IV. 

The present language of the act permits veterans to secure unemployment com- 
pensation benefits upon discharge from the service to the extent that they are not 
eligible under State law. The President’s proclamation of January 1, 1955, 
provides that all benefits shall cease under this program on February 1, 1960 
However, since the act does not put any limit upon the time within which a veteran 
san file for benefits while the program is in operation, he is eligible for benefits at 
any time prior to February 1, 1960, regardless of when he was discharged, as long 
as he has not drawn the maximum amount. As a result, costs will continue and 
records will have to be kept on each veteran until he has drawn the maximum 
amount, or until the program ceases. A veteran who has qualified for benefits 
under a State unemployment compensation law will be able to secure supple- 
mental benefits under title IV, if the State benefits are smaller either in duration or 
amount, until the veteran has received a total of $676 under title IV. 
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I believe, therefore, that the act should be amended to provide that an ex- 
serviceman shall not be eligible for these special benefits more than 3 years after 
his discharge or the effective date of the amendment, whichever is later, except 
where the veteran has pursued education and training or vocational rehabilitation 
programs provided by the act or regulations thereunder. A 3-year period is suffi- 
ciently long to enable the veteran to make the adjustment from military to civilian 
life and to give him an opportunity to accumulate wage credits under the State 
program. The Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, which provided unem- 
ployment compensation for World War II veterans, contained a time limitation of 
2 years. 


[ recommend that H. R. 4946 be enacted. 
Sincerely yours, 
James P. MitTcHeE.u, 
Secretary of Labor. 


Mr. Diecs. We also have present this morning representatives from 
the Department of Defense, the Department of Labor and the Veter- 
ans’ Administration. 

In accordance with the practice of this committee we will hear first 
from Members of Congress. I am happy, therefore, at this time to 
recognize the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Matthews, who will explain 
his bill, H. R. 1821. 


STATEMENT OF HON. D. R. (BILLY) MATTHEWS, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Marruews. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, with 
your permission I should like to read this testimony, which will take 
about 6 minutes. 

First of all, may I please express my appreciation to this committee 
for the opportunity to appear before you on behalf of my bill, H. R. 
1821. It is a pleasure to greet my old friends again. 

As you know, H. R. 1821 provides that chee ks for benefits provided 
by laws administered by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs may 
be forwarded to the addressee in certain cases. During my service 
as a member of the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs of the 83d 
Congress, I became familiar with a number of problems encountered 
by our veterans and their dependents. One problem which came to 
my attention was the delay encountered by veterans and their depend- 
ents when a check would come to an address from which they had 
recently removed, with their new address not having yet been made 
effective on the rolls of the Veterans’ Administration or the Treasury 
Department. Under existing law the Post Office Department must 
return to the Veterans’ Administration checks for pensions, compensa- 
tion, insurance or other allowances or benefits administered by the 
Veterans’ Administration where the payee has moved or the payee is 
a widow believed by the person delivering the mail to have remarried 
unless the mail is addressed in the name which the widow acquired by 
remarriage. The Post Office Department cannot forward the check 
under any circumstances, even though a regular change of address 
has been filed at the post office. 

In checking into the background and history of the existing law 
which prohibits forwarding of veterans’ checks, I discovered that the 
principal reason for its enactment appeared to be to prevent abuses 
which might well result from sending checks abroad after the war. 
You gentlemen will recall that immediately after World War II 
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thousands of American veterans remained overseas after their dis- 
charge either to secure employment or to enroll as students in foreign 
schools and colleges under the GI bill. No doubt this safeguard 
against forwarding veterans’ checks was necessary and proper at that 
time in view of the different languages and postal systems involved 
and the tendency of our overseas veterans to move around frequently. 
However, this situation no longer exists, in my opinion, and this 
reasoning should no longer control. 

Therefore it seems that the one good reason for the prohibition has 
now abated, while there exists a number of good reasons for changing 
this law and allowing our veterans and their widows to have their 
Government checks forwarded the same as other classes of citizens. 
I respectfully submit that veterans’ checks should be forwarded to 
the addressee if he has moved and filed a regular change-of-address 
notice with his postmaster, and I hope that my bill to accomplish 
this objective will be approved on the following grounds: 

The present situation works a great deal of inconvenience and often 
hardship on veterans and their widows. A large proportion of the 
persons who receive these checks obviously depend on such funds for 
their major means of subsistence. These people live from month to 
month on the compensation or pension which they receive. When 
this money is delayed for even a few days, it can mean a very real 
deprivation for them if they have no other resources on which to 
depend. If the delay stretches into months, then a near tragic situa- 
tion can result. I have a great admiration for our Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration and I think the loyal employees of this agency are doing a fine 
job of giving good service to the veterans. However, when an agency 
is responsible for servicing the claims of hundreds of thousands of 
veterans, and must distribute many millions of dollars regularly in 
pensions and compensation, it is inevitable that mistakes and delays 
will creep in. It has been my experience in Congress that some of my 
constituents’ checks are occasionally delayed or lost even where the 
veteran has fully complied with the requirements of the Veterans’ 
Administration, and I have been asked by my veteran constituent to 
contact the agency and try to have the missing check expedited. No 
doubt all of the members of this committee have had similar requests 
in their own experience. And even if the check is promptly returned 
to the Veterans’ Administration for readdressing or revouchering, 
some loss of time is thereby unavoidable. 

Under the law now, a veteran may leave a valid forwarding address 
with his postmaster when he goes on a trip, or is away for the summer, 
for example. But the postmaster cannot honor the change of address 
for the veteran’s check, even though he can promptly forward all 
other mail which the veteran may have. The postmaster has to return 
the check, with resulting delay and inconvenience to the payee and 
with additional work on the part of the Veterans’ Administration in 
reissuing a new check or remailing the old one when a current address 
is finally established. If the veteran is away temporarily, this means 
the whole process must again be repeated when he returns to his per- 
manent home address. Such a law does not seem to conform either to 
economy or to good sense. 

One of the striking features of the present situation is , that checks 
for veterans’ benefits appear to be an exception to the general rule of 
allowing Federal checks to be forwarded undcr appropriate safeguards. 
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For example, checks for social security benefits may be forwarded if 
the addressee has moved and filed a regular change-of-address notice. 
In fact, the envelopes containing social security checks bear the fol- 
lowing notation: 

Postmaster: Please forward if addressee has moved and filed a regular change-of- 
address notice. If addressee is deceased, return the letter with date of death, 
if known. 

It is difficult to see why a distinction is drawn between checks 
going to social-security claimants and those going to veteran claimants. 
If there is a danger of fraud or deliverance to unauthorized persons in 
the one case, then the danger must also exist in the other case. Since 
the Social Security Administration is apparently satisfied with the 
system which it uses, and has not asked Congress to change the law, 
we may assume that the system is working in good order. The only 
possible difference between social-security checks and veterans’ checks 
which occurs to me is that the social-security claimant has usually 
contributed to the fund from which his checks are paid, while the 
veteran receives a check for compensation or pension awarded to him 
by his Government for service in time of national emergency. This 
difference has no bearing on the problem which we are discussing, 
and is not relevant. 

At this point, I would like to remind the committee that my 
proposal does not call for any appropriation of Federal funds. In 
fact, it would cost the Federal Government nothing and would very 
likely result in considerable savings through reduced administrative 
costs in both the Veterans’ Administration and the Treasury Depart- 
ment. Up to now I have emphasized the results which my proposal 
would have in terms of convenience and advantages to the veterans 
involved. But we must not overlook the advantages to the Govern- 
ment, in terms of financial savings, less work and increased efficiency. 
It is a pleasure to be able to offer this distinguished committee a bill 
which in my opinion would improve the operations of our Govern- 
ment and render better service to our veterans, and yet which does 
not call for any additional outlay from the United States Treasury. 

You will please note that my bill provides that the envelope or 
cover of each veterans’ check shall have printed on it this notice: 

Postmaster: Please forward if addressee has moved and filed a regular change-of- 
address notice. If addressee is deceased, return the letter with date of death, if 
known. 

Such a notice would adequately protect the interests of the Govern- 
ment. This is the same notice as now used on the envelopes for 
social security and other Government checks. 

I am pleased to state that there is considerable support for my 
proposed legislation. The Veterans of Foreign Wars, at its national 
convention in Milwaukee recently, passed a resolution in favor of this 
change in the law. The proposal was earlier approved by the Florida 
department of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, and also has the endorse- 
ment of the postmasters of Florida. The Treasury Department, one 
of the major agencies involved, has stated that it would not object to 
the enac tment of my bill, in a letter to the chairman of the Committee 
on Veterans” Affairs of the House of Representatives, dated December 
3, 1954. 

The few objections which have been raised to my bill are vague, 
uncertain, and problematical. The reasons for its enactment are 
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clear and compelling. Therefore, I respecfully urge the favorable 
consideration of H. R. 1821 by this distinguished committee so that it 
may be reported out speedily and be considered by the full House. 
Thank vou very much for your time and consideration, and may I tell 
you again what a pleasure it is to appear before you. 

Mr. Chairman, I would be glad to answer any questions if you have 
any in mind. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Matthews, we always appreciate having a former 
Member with us. With vour experience on this committee and with 
vour heart in the committee we are glad to hear from you at any 
time, 

Mr. Matruews. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Byrne. I am sure that the committee will carefully consider 
vour bill. 

Mr. Matruews. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Byrne. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Dieas. No questions. 

Mr. Weaver. I-would just like to say it is nice to see Mr. Matthews 
back. 

Mi. Marruews. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Byrne. The committee will be glad to hear from our dis- 
tinguished colleague and former member of the committee, Congress- 
man Cretella, of Connecticut. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ALBERT W. CRETELLA, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Creretia. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
have introduced H. R. 4727, intending thereby to add a simple 
provision to the present law, known as Veterans Regulations No. 9, 
which provides that where an honorably discharged veteran dies that 
a flag to drape his casket shall be furnished, and such flag to be given 
to the next of kin after burial of the veteran. That is what the law 
presently says. 

My interest was aroused in this legislation through the efforts of a 
constituent of mine who asked for a flag, but is not of the next of kin. 
This constituent was a person who occupied not even the status of 
in loco parentis. The deceased had lived with this family since 1912, 
and the parents had died and there was no next of kin. The request 
was made for the flag. 

There was a great deal of correspondence with those who had charge 
of the arrangements up in Connecticut first, and the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration up there, and it was indicated that under the law they could 
not give the flag to anyone. We could find no next of kin. 

It would seem to me that if there is someone who is closely asso- 
ciated, as in this case—a very, very intimate and close friend—who 
indicates a desire as a memorial or memento of the deceased veteran, 
that there should not be any objection to the giving of the flag to that 
particular individual. 

On the basis of that I suggest this change in the bill, which provides 
that after the burial of the veteran if there are no next of kin the flag 
may be given, upon request—it is not even mandatory—to a close 
friend or associate of the deceased veteran. 
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I do not know how many cases might arise along this line, but from 
the amount of correspondence I have had on the particular case it 
would appear that had the flag been given in the first instance the 
Government would have saved money, certainly on manpower 
utilization in deciding the problem. I urge that the change be made. 

This is not an earth-shaking change, but one which I think would 
bring with it the interest of an individual. It certainly indicates 
that there is someone interested in requesting such a flag. It may 
have been that this man was a member of a veterans’ post, and if 
he had no kin and that post should have requested the flag, it would 
not be entitled to it under the law. 

I urge that this committee give very serious consideration and 
favorable consideration to this change in the law, as I request it. 

Mr. Byrne. Thank you, Mr. Cretella. I know what you mean. 
My colleague here, Mr. Diggs, also understands everything your bill 
proposes. 

Mr. Crerevia. | am sure that the chairman and our colleague, 
Mr. Diggs, might have run into the same situation. 

Mr. Weaver. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Weaver. 

Mr. Weaver. I just wondered whether your language is broad 
enough to include giving this flag, in case it is not claimed by a friend 
or associate, to a veterans’ organization. You have the language 
“friend or associate.’”” Do you consider that broad enough to include 
the organization, which I heartily agree with you, is within the scope 
of that request? 

Mr. Crereiia. The thought of the association or a legion post just 
came to me while I was discussing it. Under the law it goes to the 
next of kin. The next of kin can go all the way down the line to include 
relatives, and if they are living, of course, they are entitled to it under 
the law. 

They may show very little interest in the receipt of that flag and 
have no particular use for it, whereas someone as close as this individual 
was to the deceased is certainly more interested in it. 

I would have no objection to broadening it at all. I think in the 
case of the death of a veteran, where someone makes a request for the 
flag and has enough interest to ask for the flag, there should not be any 
serious objection on the part of the Government to giving it to someone 
who may desire it. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Diggs. 

Mr. Diaes. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Byrne. Thank you, Congressman Cretella. We will give your 
thoughts careful consideration. 

Mr. Crerevia. I know you will. 

Mr. Byrne. I know as a former member of the committee of your 
untiring efforts in behalf of veterans. We were sorry to lose you from 
the committee. 

Mr. Crerevia. Those are the vicissitudes of politics. 

Thank you for those kind words, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Byrne. I see my distinguished colleague, Mr. Karsten, is 
present. We would be glad to hear from you, sir. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK M. KARSTEN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Karsten. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to 
come before your committee and talk in behalf of legislation to extend 
the time for filing claims for mustering-out payments. 

This matter came to my attention a few months ago in connection 
with two cases in my district of veterans who had neglected to file, 
not through any fault of their own but due to the fact that they did 
not realize or did not know they could file for mustering-out pay. 
That prompted me to introduce H. R. 5792, which would extend the 
time for filing these claims until July 16, 1956. 

As you know, under the Veterans’ Readjustment Act of 1952 there 
is a cutoff date for filing these claims. I think it is July of 1954. That 
is generally written in Yegislation of this character from the —"- 
of accounting and bookkee ping functions within the Department, 
order that they can close their books. Invariably it has been the 
experience to have to come along later on either with individual bills 
or a general bill to recognize a class of cases that occurred after that 
cutoff date had passed. 

In exploring the matter I contacted the Secretary of Defense and 
was informed by his Office that there are approximately 3,867 similar 
cases of men and women who have applied for mustering-out pay 
but whose claims were rejected because of the fact that they were 
not timely filed before ile 1954. Incidentally, the Department of 
Defense has also indicated in correspondence to me that they would 
have no objection to legislation which would extend this time in order 
that these cases might be recognized. 

That about concludes the statement that can be made on the bill, 
except to say I am pleased to note that a distinguished member of 
this committee has also introduced similar legislation in the form of 
H.R. 4237. This bill would extend the time until July 16,1955. Ido 
think if the committee sees merit in the proposal that the time should 
be extended longer than that, because there will undoubtedly be a 
class of cases that will arise immediately after July 16, 1955. If we 
put the time off perhaps for a year and a half these other cases could 
come in and be taken care of. 

If there are any questions I should be happy to respond. 

Mr. Diaas. Do you have any idea how much this costs? 

Mr. Karsten. Under the Mustering-Out Pay Act, as I recall it, it 
provided for the payment of $100 for continental service; I think it 
was $200 where the man had limited overseas service; and I think it 
was $300 in cases where the veteran had extended overseas service. 
The maximum payment that could be made in each one of these 
cases would appear to be $300. I doubt, however, whether they would 
all be the maximum. There is something under 4,000 cases, according 
to the estimates of the Department. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Karsten, I think you have a very good bill. We 
want to thank you for coming before the committee and expressing 
your thoughts and for the research work you did on the bill and bring- 
ing the facts to light. I am sure that the committee will give your 
bill and any other bills consideration. 
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Mr. Karsten. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask unanimous 
consent to include as a part of the record letters I received from the 
Department endorsing the legislation and the statistical information 
as to the number of cases. 

Mr. Byrne. It is so ordered. 

The information is as follows: ) 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL, 
Washington, D. C., March 29, 1955. 
Hon. FRANK M. KaARSTEN, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Karsten: This is in further reply to your letter of March 1, 1955, 
concerning the advisability of introducing legislation to extend the time beyond 
2 years within which claims for mustering-out pay may be submitted. 

As you are probably aware, since the passage of the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act mustermg-out pay is paid at the time of separation of the individual from 
the service, as provided by law. 

Therefore, only those who were separated after the beginning of the Korean 
conflict and prior to the passage of the Readjustment Assistance Act in 1952 
were required to file claims. Of this group only those who failed to file their 
claims would benefit from the extension of this time for filing. 

The Department of Defense would have no objection to legislation to extend 
the time within which claims for mustering-out pay could be submitted. 

Sincerely yours, 
Henry A. DuF Lon, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary. 


AssISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL, 
Washington, D. C., May 8, 1955. 
Hon. Frank M. Karsten, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. Karsten: The following information on the number of claimants 
for mustering-out pay is being furnished in accordance with your telephone con- 
versation with Col. W. A. Hamrick of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Manpower and Personnel). 

The estimated number of claims for mustering-out pay which has been filed 
to date since July 16, 1954, and payment denied because the final date for filing 
has been passed, is a follows: 


Army -_- SL eee or eed .. 2, 500 
Navy - -- pid cidab esate kts hae aoe 200 
J eee ‘is : ™ a 267 
Air Force--.- - a Bade ‘ eka 900 


Total. ..... 


Should you desire any further information on this subject, we shall be glad to be 
of assistance to you. 
Sincerely yours, 


J. M. WILL, 
Rear Admiral, United States Navy, 
Director of Personnel Policy. 


Average mustering-out pay for Korean veterans 


Navy and Marine Corps-_-------- ae 
Air Force 
Army ..-- 


Average 
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Mr. Karsten. In conclusion I should like to express my thanks to 
you and also express the hope that you will see sufficient merit in the 
legislation to give it very careful consideration. 

Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Byrne. Thank you. Is Congressman Brooks of Lousisiana 
present? 


STATEMENT OF CLAUDE BOOKTER, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
TO THE HONORABLE OVERTON BROOKS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Mr. Booxtsr. Mr. Chairman, I am Claude Bookter, administrative 
assistant to Congressman Brooks. Congressman Brooks was here 
but had to leave because of a previous commitment. He aske d me to 
state for him his interest in the bill he has introduced, H. R. 2562, a 
bill to amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to 
provide that receipt of mustering-out payments shall not bar receipt 
of unemployment compensation payments made under that act. He 
directed me to solicit your committee’s favorable report on this bill. 

Mr. Byrne. Thank you. Please tell Congressman Brooks I am 
sorry I was late. I had to come from Philadelphia and missed my 
train, and had to catch the next plane to make it when I did. | 
apologize. 

Mr. Booxrer. I certainly shall, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Rocco Siciliano, the Assistant Secretary of Labor, 
will be our next witness. At this time I should like to introduce into 
the record a communication from the Department of Labor. 

(The information is as follows:) 


Unitrep States DepARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, April 26, 1955. 
Hon. Ourn E. Treacue, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear ConcressMAN TeEacue: In further response to your letter 
of March 2, 1955, and the questions attached, I am forwarding a copy 
of a report prepared by the Bureau of Employment Security. 

I apprec late the opportunity you have given us to furnish informa- 
tion concerning the operation of the program of unemployment com- 
pensation for veterans and shall be glad to supply any additional 
materials you may desire. If at any time we can be of further 
assistance to you, please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES P. MITCHELL, 
Secretary of Labor. 
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Unirep States DeparRTMENT oF LABOR, 
Bureau OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 18, 1956. 

To: The Secretary. 

From: Robert C. Goodwin. 

Subject: Information requested by Congressman Teague, chairman of 
the Veterans’ Affairs Committee, on operations of the unemploy- 
ment compensation for veterans program 

Congressman Teague in his letter of March 2, 1955, asked a series of 
questions about the operations of the unemployment compensation for 
veterans program provided for under title IV of the Veterans’ Read- 
justment Assistance Act of 1952, and requested answers to those 
questions by April 15 if possible. 

Several of the questions he asked required information from State 
employment security agencies. We requested six representative 
State agencies to provide information as to amounts of benefits paid 
under title IV and the length of time it takes veterans to earn rights to 
State unemployment compensation benefits. We believe the findings 
are generally representative of UCV operations and experience in all 
State agencies. 

Our replies to his questions follow: 

“1. What percent of applicants have filed within 3 months of date 
of discharge? What percent 3 to 12 months? What percent after 
1 year?”’ 

Periodic surveys of those veterans who have filed claims for title [TV 
benefits under the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 
show that 15 percent did so within 3 months of the date of discharge; 
65 percent filed within 12 months of discharge; 80 percent within 15 
months; 90 percent within 24 months; and 97 percent within 36 
months. The remaining 3 percent first filed claim for benefits four or 
more years after their date of separation from service. 

“2. What evidence is available to indicate whether veterans are or 
are not ‘milking’ their full entitlement to $676? What percent of 
of claimants have drawn under $100 in benefits; $100 to $200; $201 to 
$300; $301 to $400, etc.?” 

Statistical samplings made by State agencies indicate that title IV 
veterans are not “milking” the benefits afforded by the act. The 
following figures indicate the percentage of veteran claimants drawing 
varying amounts of benefits: 

33 percent received under $100. 

15 percent received, $100 to $200. 

13 percent received, $200 to $300. 

9 percent received, $300 to $400. 

8 percent received, $400 to $500. 

7 percent received, $500 to $600. 

15 percent received, $600 to $676. 

Other evidence, indicating that title IV veterans are not “milking” 
benefits under this program, is found in the percentage relationship 
between the 530,626 veterans, who received at least one UCV pay- 
ment in the period October 15, 1952—-January 31, 1955, and the 
84,636 veterans who had exhausted their UCV benefits during the 
same period. These figures indicate that only 15 percent of the total 
number of veterans who had drawn at least one UCV benefit pay- 
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ment had exhausted their benefit rights under the program through 
January 1955. The proportion of exhaustions to the 3,562,000 dis- 
charged as of January 1, 1955, is 2.4 percent. 

“3. What is the rate of insured unemployment among Korean 
veterans? What is the rate among non-Korean males? (Use same 
age bracket for both Korean and non-Korean group).” 

The rate of insured unemployment among “Korean” veterans in 
the labor force in calendar year 1954 was 3.7 percent. The rate of 
insured unemployment under State unemployment insurance pro- 
grams was 5.2 percent in the same period. 

No statistics are gathered by the State agencies or the Bureau 
which would indicate the rate of insured unemployment among non- 
Korean males in the same age bracket to enable us to make a 
comparison. 

“4. What is the average amount of weekly benefits by States? 
How does it compare with the average for the general State program? 
How does it compare with average weekly earnings by States? (Is 
there a particular problem in connection with the benefit as it is 
administered in Puerto Rico, and what administrative procedure is 
followed in Puerto Rico which may be somewhat different from that 
generally found to exist in the States?)”’ 

Table I, enclosed, indicates that for the calendar year 1954 an 
average weekly payment of $23.11 was made under the UCV pro- 
gram while the average weekly payment under the State program 
was $24.15. In addition to average payments by States, the table 
shows the average weekly wages by States and the weekly benefit 
payments under each program as a percentage of the average weekly 
wage. 

The continuing analyses and evaluations of Puerto Rico reports 
and periodic site audits of UCV operations by Bureau officials indicate 
that there is excellent administration of the UCV program. 

Puerto Rico does not have a State unemployment insurance pro- 
gram; therefore, no UCV supplemental payments are made by Puerto 
Rico. A proposal, however, is before the Puerto Rican Legislature 
to provide an unemployment insurance program for Puerto Rico. 

We estimate that the average Puerto Rican weekly wage is $22 
based on taxable wage data released by the Bureau of Old-Age and 
Survivors’ Insurance and on the findings of a special study conducted 
by the Puerto Rican Department of Labor (A Study on the Establish- 
ment of a System of Unemployment Compe nsation in Puerto Rico 
prepared by Special Economic Studies Division of the Puerto Rico 
Department of Labor—November 1954). 

“5. How effective is your procedure on preventing duplicate filing 
by a veteran? In preventing a veteran from drawing more than $676?” 

Procedures which prevent payment of duplicate claims exist at 
Federal and State levels. 

The Bureau of Employment Security maintains a control file by 
serial number of all title IV claimants who have filed for benefits 
under this act. This file provides prompt detection of instances 
where a claimant files for title [V benefits in more than one State. 
The regional offices of the Bureau periodically review the adminis- 
tration of the UCV program, and send in a random list of claimants’ 
serial numbers which are checked against the control file to insure 
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that a control card is in the veterans control file for each UCV claim 
in State agency files. 

The veterans control file has detected and State agencies have 
been notified of 11,000 instances of duplicate filing of claims in more 
than one State. It should not be construed thai each of the inter- 
state duplicate claims detected was an attempt to defraud the Govern- 
ment. Many of these duplicate claims were undoubtedly filed because 
of the veterans’ misunderstanding of unemployment insurance pro- 
cedures when they were moving from place to place in search of work. 

State agencies maintain various files (wage records, claims records, 
in alphabetical and social-security number order), in addition to 
complete wage and employment records concerning claimants, both 
UCV and UI, which permits prompt detection of duplicate claiming 
in more than one local employment office within the State. 

Through an agreement between the Secretary of Labor and the 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, the State agencies quarterly send 
a list of the recipients of UCV payments during 1 week in the quarter 
to regional Veterans’ Administration offices to detect whether any 
of them are drawing education, training, or subsistence allowances 
concurrently with weekly benefits for unemployment. Moreover, 
the Federal procedure provides that each claimant be regularly ques- 
tioned as to whether or not he is receiving such allowances. 

The same methods State agencies use to prevent payments in excess 
of the total benefit amount due a State unemployment insurance 
claimant are in use to preclude paying more than $676. In the Stete 
central office, use of weekly reducing balances on each claimant’s 
ledger account precludes overpayment. In addition, a memorandum 
record of benefit payments and balances is maintained for each claim- 
ant in the local office where the claim is taken. The central office 
control records and the local office records act as independent checks 
against each other, and payments of claims are promptly stopped and 
the claimant account audited where the propriety of payment is in 
question. As a part of the administrative reviews conducted by the 
Bureau, claimant accounts are test-checked to insure that the estab- 
lished control procedures are being carried out. Our experience con- 
vinces us that the State agency control systems prevent benefit pay- 
ments in excess of the maximum $676 permitted under title IV of 
the act. 

“6. What steps have you taken to insure that full entitlement to the 
regular State benefit is tapped before UCV benefits are paid?” 

Several Federal procedures which have been integrated with regular 
State procedures insure that available State benefits will be paid prior 
to the time that UCV funds are used. At the time a veteran first files 
a claim he is closely questioned as to (1) employment which may have 
occurred between the date of his separation and the date on which he 
files a claim for unemployment insurance; (2) any employment en- 
gaged in during off-service hours while still in the service; and, (3) 
employment prior to induction or enlistment and the State from which 
he entered into service. Eighteen States have “frozen wage credit”’ 
provisions in the State laws which permit wage credits earned prior 
to entrance on military duty to be carried over to the period after 
separation from service. In the event that the veteran is unable to 
find employment after separation, these “frozen’’ State wage credits 
are made available to him for unemployment insurance purposes. 
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When a veteran files a claim for title 1V benefits, complete records 
of the claimant’s employment and wage history are prepared in the 
local and central offices of each State agency. The local office com- 
piles a complete employment history at “the time the claimant files a 
new claim, and looks for wages earned in another State which are 
immediately usable for benefit purposes or may be usable in the future. 
The central office is informed as to the interstate wage credit findings 
and a control file is set up for the new claimant. Claimants filing 
continued claims are closely questioned at 5-week intervals to assure 
that employment histories are complete and that all possibilities of 
interstate wage credits are being, or will be, exhausted before UCV 
funds are utilized. In order to find intrastate wages, State wage 
record files are reviewed at the beginning of each calendar quarter. 

Claimants having a history of employment with railroads are 
referred to a claim agent of the Railroad Retirement Board for filing 
a claim against wage credits accumulated under the provisions of 
the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act. 

There are no particular problems resulting from the integration of 
UCV procedures with normal State procedures so as to insure the 
use of all available State wage credits before payments are made 
from UCV funds. The established practices of State agencies permit 
an easy absorption of the UCV responsibilities in this respect. Site 
audits of State agency UCV operation by national office and regional 
office staff have indicated that available State w age credits are fully 
utilized. 

What questionable or anomalous situations have arisen be- 
cause the pertinent State law as to eligibility for benefits is applied 
to a veteran?” 

Several anomalous situations have arisen in the administration of 
the UCV program because of the application of State employment 
security laws. One concerns the disqualifications in State laws for 
voluntary quits. These disqualifications take many different forms. 
One provision that occurs in several State laws requires the individual 
who has quit a job to become reemployed and earn a specified amount 
of money in employment covered by the State unemployment insur- 
ance laws before he can again qualify for unemployment compensation. 
This provision affects nate ‘ularly the young Korean veteran who 
went into the Armed Forces immediately from school and accepts 
the first job he finds on leaving the service. The work may be 
unsuitable or he may regard it as a temporary stopgap until he 
finds something permanent. In any event, he leaves it and is dis- 
qualified. Had he not obtained the job from which he quit but made 
application for benefits, he would have been paid without question. 
However, the fact that he took a job and later quit it precludes him 
from receiving benefits until he has earnings from a subsequent job. 
The transition from military life to civilian pursuits is not easy, and 
the fact that these veterans have had no work experience on which 
to plan a future occupation has caused, in many instances, consider- 
able job shopping. Some State agencies have arbitrarily refused to 
disqualify a veteran for leaving the first job. Others, however, have 
not felt that they could do so ‘under the provisions of the law. 

The second situation arises where two disqualifications are assessed 
— the veteran for the same disqualifying act—one under the 
Federal law and one under the State law. This situation grows out 
of the requirement of some State laws that disqualifications begin 
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from the date of the filing of a claim rather than from the date of the 
disqualifying act. Take, for example, a veteran who commits a dis- 
qualifying act and who would not be entitled to use State wage credits 
for another 3 months. He files a UCV claim, and serves his dis- 
qualification. At the turn of a new calendar quarter State credits 
become available. Since the employer has an interest in the separa- 
tion and in the charging of the benefits on the State claim, it is neces- 
sary for the State agency to apply the disqualification for the second 
time. In a few States, the State law permits the agency to overcome 
the problem by not charging the employer’s account, and considering 
the disqualification as having been satisfied during the period the 
veteran was filing for UCV. In those States where it is not possible 
to avoid charging benefits to the employer’s account the veteran is 
placed in double jeopardy. Although the Bureau does not consider 
application of dual disqualifications to be in keeping with the intent 
of the act, it cannot act to prevent them because of the nature of the 
Federal and State laws involved. 

“8. How would you evaluate the present system against the World 
War II 52-$20 program?” 

Despite the anomalies outlined above, we think the unemployment- 
compensation-for-veterans program provided in Public Law 550, 82d 
Congress has many advantages over the servicemen’s readjustment 
allowance program under Public Law 346 of the 78th C ongress. The 
most significant difference is that the current act is coordinated with 
existing State laws and utilizes State eligibility and disqualification 
provisions, while the 1944 act superimposed special eligibility and dis- 
qualification requirements. A second difference that we think is 
desirable is that the current law is a supplemental program which 
requires that the veteran use and exhaust any State rights that he 
may have before using his Federal benefits, while the 1944 ac. required 
the veteran to make a choice between Federal and State benefits. 

Any comparison of the two programs, of course, must take into 
account the difference in the number of individuals having rights 
under each of the programs, and the economic conditions that existed 
under each of the programs. In 1946, the armed services demobilized 
over 10 million men in less than 1 year. We were changing our econ- 
omy from a wartime basis to peacetime, and a much higher | percentage 
of veterans were unable to find employ ment immediately after 
separation than has been the case with the Korean veterans. When 
the program started October 15, 1952, there were 1% million veterans 
eligible for these benefits. The number has grown from then at a 
very steady pace of approximately 100,000 per month. 

Finally, the experience gained in the State-Federal operation of the 
SRA program has been of incalculable value in the current program. 
We have drawn on that experience continuously. 

“9. Is it a valid assumption that a veteran, after a reasonable 
period of transition, tends to acquire rights to the regular State 
UC benefits? Do you have any estimates as to the general time 
period required under existing economic conditions for a veteran 
to earn rights under the regular State program? Is this assumption 
weakened by exclusions from coverage?” 

We requested six State agencies to screen all veterans who filed 
initial (or first) claims during the third quarter of 1953, against wage 
record files for that quarter and the four succeeding quarters to obtain 
information as to the proportion of veterans who earned sufficient 
wage credits to make them eligible for compensation. 
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The State reports show that approximately 65 percent of the title 
IV claimants earned State wage credits during the five quarters and 
two-thirds of these earned sufficient wage credits to entitle them to 
State benefit payments. 

It is true that the extent to which veterans can acquire State rights 
is limited by lack of coverage under State laws. Persons employed in 
the excluded jobs, such as in agriculture, nonprofit institutions, and 
those working for employers who do not hire enough workers to be 
covered by State law, obviously do not accumulate State rights. 
During fiscal year 1954, only 55 percent of the civilian labor force 
was insured. 

“10. What is your judgment on the adequacy of the placement 
operations being performed by the State offices? Are these veterans 
being given less emphasis because the benefits are paid by Federal 
funds? Is the placement process being used to assure that benefits 
are being paid only to veterans unemployed for valid reasons?” 

It is our opinion that an excellent job is being done by the State 
employment service in placing veterans in jobs. This belief is sub- 
stantiated by the fact that nearly one-third of the veterans who file 
new claims do not keep their claims active to the point of receiving a 
first benefit payment. 

An informational program concerning job opportunities and job 

placement is provided by the employment service at centers where 
veterans are separated. 

State and National requirements also emphasize the placement of 

veterans. All applicants who are veterans, whether claiming unem- 

, ployment benefits or not are given job assistance in accordance with 

individual needs and qualifications for job openings. The claim status 


) of the veteran is not a factor in the effort made to place him in the 
| shortest possible time. 
: All veterans are given priority over nonveterans in the selection and 
referral to jobs. Local offices have interviewers and veterans’ repre- 
" sentatives who are especially trained to assist the veteran in his job 
problems. Counseling, testing, individual job development, and labor 
| market information are made available to veterans needing such 
assistance. 
The monthly activity reports submitted from all State offices indi- 
cate that the veterans have received extensive placement assistance. 
In the calendar year 1954 only 40 percent of all new male applicants 
; for work were veterans, but they accounted for 48 percent of all the 
male nonagricultural placements during that period. For the past 5 
vears, the proportion of veteran placements to total male placements 
: has been higher than the proportion of veteran new applicants to total 


male new applicants. 
We think that the provisions in Public Law 550 requiring payments 


. to be made by the State employment security agency under the appli- 
, cable provisions of the State unemployment compensation law with 
_ the same eligibility requirements and the same disqualifications pre- 
) vent the payment of Federal funds to veterans unless they are unem- 


ploved for valid reasons. 

We believe the program is running well; that the veterans generally 
are not “milking” the fund nor attempting to obtain benefits im- 
properly; and that they are being given careful, special help in finding 
suitable work. We believe the program and the law on which it is 
based are beneficial to the veterans. 
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TABLE I. 


Total 


Region I: 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Tsland 
Vermont 

Region I 
New Jersey 
New York 
Puerto Rico- 
Virgin Islands 

Region III: 
Delaware nin 
District of Columbia__ 
Maryland_- 
North Carolina 
Pennsylvania - 
Virginia 
West Virginia_ 

Region IV 
Alabama 
Florida 
Georgia 
Mississippi 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 

Region V 
Kentucky. 
Michigan 
Ohio 

Region VI 
MMilinois...- sabe 
Indiana 
Minnesota 
W isconsin 

Region VII 

Iowa 

Kansas 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
gion VIII 
Arkansas 
Louisiana 
Oklahoma 
Texas ads bes 

Region IX: 

Colorado. 
Montana 
New Mexico 
Utah 

W yoming 

Region X: 
Arizona 
California 
Hawaii 
Nevada 

Region XI: 
Alaska - 
Id sho 
Oregon 
Washington 


Re 
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Weekly average pay- | 


year 1954 


ment for all unem- 
ployment 


Average 
weekly 
| wage, 


April- 


} 


Weekly 
ment 
average weekly wage 





Comparison of UCV program with State UI programs, by State, calendar 


benefit pay- 
as percent of 














UCV State Ur | June 1954) yoy State UI 
1 $23.19 $24. 15 $73. 36 231.5 32.9 
21.75 | 26. 42 75. 95 28.6 34.8 
22. 28 18. 11 60. 88 36.6 | 29. 7 
19. 30 24. 03 66. 35 29. 1 | 36. 2 
17. 95 19. 84 59. 83 30.0 | 33. 2 
19. 94 22. 69 64. 85 30.7 | 35.0 
19. 28 21. 46 | 62. 83 30.7 | 34. 2 
25. 19 27.82 78. 99 31.9 35. 2 
22. 82 25. 81 79. 58 28.7 32.4 
25. 98 wee ios 
25. 80 ae bic UnuckabauneeatawiGe ee . 
21.38 74. 88 24.7 | 28.6 
18. 43 69. 49 30.9 | 26.5 
24.77 65. 18 37.2 | 38.0 
16. 57 53. 82 43.0 | 30.8 
25. 54 69. 57 | 35.3 | 36. 7 
18. 95 60. 25 38. § 31.5 
22. 51 73. 65 31.3 30.6 
22. 87 18. 01 59. 32 38.6 30.4 
21.70 17. 60 61. 87 35.1 | 28. 4 
24. 08 18. 66 56. 51 42.6 33.0 
24. 40 18. 57 50. 83 48.0 | 36. ! 
23. 07 18. 05 55. 43 41.6 2.6 
23. 68 18. 82 61.18 | 38.7 30.8 
i 

23. 65 22. 10 65. 52 36.1 | 33.7 
25. 60 29. 35 89. 82 28.5 | 32.7 
23. 76 28. 35 78. 52 30.3 36.1 
24. 16 24. 48 81. 30 | 29.7 | 30.1 
24. 06 24. 16 76. 46 | 31.5 | 31.6 
20. 45 22. 26 70. 10 | 29. 2 | 31.8 
25. 81 2 75. 44 | 34.2 | 37.4 
24. 04 21. 44 67.51 | 5.6 | 31.8 
22. 19 23. 47 71. 28 31.1 |} 32.9 
20. 17 20. 38 71. 38 | 28.3 | 28. 6 
24. 72 23. 19 65. 44 37.8 | 35. 4 
24. 05 25. 05 65. 90 36.5 | 38.0 
23. 76 22. 13 61. 51 38. 6 | 36.0 
23. 16 17.70 50. 84 | 45.6 | 34.8 
24. 10 21. 63 63. 68 37.8 | 34.0 
24. 50 23. 23 70. 52 34.7 | 32.9 
23.17 17.71 | 69. 63 33.3 | 25.4 
24. 87 25. 16 71. 37 34.8 | 35. 
20. 53 20. 55 64. 94 31.6 | 31.6 
24. 03 24. 07 65. 91 36.5 | 36.5 
25. 27 24. 67 64. 66 39.1 38.2 
23. 74 27.75 65. 68 36. 1 | 2.3 
22. 27 21. 40 73.77 30.2 29.0 
20. 91 23. 35 80. 30 26.0 29. 1 
22. 22 19. 83 58. 34 38.1 34.0 
23. 40 29. 43 78. 56 29.8 37.5 
24. 29 33. 99 117. 30 20.7 29.0 
23. 85 23. 06 64. 80 36.8 | 35.6 
20. 82 22. 35 77.14 27.0 | 29.0 
23. 79 24. 41 77. 06 30.9 31.7 


1 Includes Railroad Retirement Board, Puerto Rico, and Virgin Islands. 
2 Excludes Railroad Retirement Board, Puerto Rico, and Virgin Islands. 
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STATEMENT OF ROCCO C. SICILIANO, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF LABOR; ACCOMPANIED BY MERRILL G. MURRAY, ASSISTANT 
TO THE DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF UNEMPLOYMENT SECURITY, 
DEPART OF LABOR 


Mr. Sicmu1ano. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I might introduce Mr, 
Merrill Murray, who is with me, also from the Labor Department. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the members of this subcommittee 
for the opportunity to present the views of the Department of Labor 
on H. R. 4946. 

This bill would amend section 409 of title IV of the Veterans’ 
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide that no compensation 
be paid for any week commencing more than 3 years after the veteran’s 
last date of discharge or the date of enactment of this amendment, 
whichever is the later date. However, a veteran or a training 
program of 2 years or more under title Il of Public Law 550 or other 
specified programs may receive compensation during 1 year after the 
training period with an overall limitation not to exceed 5 years after 
his dise charge. 

We believe this amendment is in line with the original intention of 
title IV. The unemployment benefits for veterans were intended to 
provide veterans with protection during the period of readjustment 
from military to civilian life. The program has worked very well in 
this respect, and we recognize the great contribution this subcommittee 
has made in its part in enacting the program. As you know, we 
recently made some surveys and compilations of experience under 
this program, in order to provide the subcommittee with answers to 
questions about the program. 

Through January 31, 1955, more than 3%; million veterans with 
service since June 27, 1950, had been returned to civilian life. Slightly 
more than a half million of them had received at least one payment 
under the unemployment compensation for veterans program. Of 
this half million claimants, less than 85,000 had exhaused their UCV 
rights. <A large proportion of those who have claimed benefits have 
done so relatively soon after their release from service; 65 percent 
within the first 12 months. Sample studies indicate that of those 
veterans who have filed UCV claims, about two-thirds carn State wage 
credits within the year following their filing a claim. Undoubtedly, 
State wage credits were earned by an even higher proportion of those 
veterans who did not file UCV claims. 

The unemployment compensation program for veterans was never 
intended as a permanent program, but as a way of bridging the gap 
until they could acquire unemployment insurance protection by 
civilian employment. Under State unemployment insurance laws, an 
individual’s rights to benefits are based on his earnings or employment 
record during a period preceding his first claim for unemployment 
benefits. This so-called base period is typically a year in length. It 
may be 52 weeks, 4 calendar quarters or a calendar year, depending 
upon the particular State law. The State laws vary in  Coleaaeralls 
respects, I should mention here. The lapse of time from the beginning 
of a base period to the end of the period when a first claim could be 
filed against such experience ranges from 12 to 30 months. 
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A veteran who finds a job within a short period after separation 
can accumulate a full base period of State wage credits well within 
the 3 years following separation from service. The maximum lapse 
of time is about 30 months under the State laws, as I have just stated, 
so we have added to that to make sure it is comparable. For that 
reason we believe that a 3-year limitation on eligibility for UCV 
benefits will keep the veterans’ readjustment assistance program in 
line with its original intent. It should also be noted that in an 
increasing number of States, unemployment insurance rights may be 
greater than those under the UCV program. The present law calls 
for $26 a week for 26 weeks. I also should insert that there has been 
a great upsurge in the level of payments under State laws, especially 
in the past year or two, so that now the $26 figure, in order to give 
meaning to this sentence I have just read, is no longer, in many 
States, certain to be higher than what a State might pay people who 
are unemployed. 

It is, of course, true that the President’s proclamation of January 1, 
1955, has established a final termination date for UCV benefits. No 
such benefits can be paid for weeks of unemployment occurring after 
January 31, 1960. This termination date has reduced somewhat the 
need for a 3-year limitation. The limitation provided in this bill 
nevertheless seems advisable from the viewpoint of maintaining the 
program in its intended role of a readjustment aid. 

Sample studies indicate that 90 percent of the claims have been 
filed within 2 years of discharge, and 97 percent within 3 years. 
Nevertheless, the limitation will result in savings to the Government 
of an estimated $18 million. 

The Labor Department believes that the provisions of H. R. 4946 
are sound and recommends its enactment. 

CounseL. Mr. Chairman, the record should show at this point 
that the Department of Labor has furnished the committee with 
official reports on this legislation, which have been filed for the record. 

Mr. Byrne. I want to thank you, Mr. Siciliano, for a very fine 
informative statement on this proposed legislation. 

Mr. Sretn1ano. Thank you, sir, very much. 

Mr. Byrne. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Byrne. Col. William Ward of the Office of The Judge Advocate 
General, Department of the Air Force, representing the Department 
of Defense, is the next witness. 


STATEMENT OF COL. WILLIAM H. WARD, JR., CHIEF, EXAMINA- 
TION DIVISION, OFFICE OF THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL, 
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 


Colonel Warp. Mr. Chairman and committee members; first 1 want 
to thank you for the privilege of appearing before this committee. 
I am Col. William H. Ward, Jr., Chief of the Examination Division of 
the Office of the Judge Advoc ate General, United States Air Force. 
My testimony here is “directed solely to H. R. 2209. The other bills, 
H. R. 4237 and H. R. 5792, have been covered in a report previously 
forwarded to your committee. However, should you desire further 
information on these two bills we would be happy to furnish that 
information to you. 
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The Department of the Air Force has been designated by the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense as the representative of the Department of 
Defense for the bill which you are now considering, H. R. 2209. Ihave 
been designated to appear before you on behalf of the Department of 
Defense. 

Section 300 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended (ch. 268, 58 Stat. 286; 38 U.S. é 693g), provides in perti- 
nent part, as follows: 

The discharge or dismissal by reason of the sentence of a general court-martial 
of any person from the military or naval forces, * * * shall bar all rights of such 
person, based upon the period of service from which he is so discharged or dis- 
missed, under any laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration. 

This section permits the Veterans’ Administration to review the 
facts surrounding a bad-conduct discharge by reason of the sentence 
of a special court-martial. Since there is no automatic denial of 
benefits to a person discharged by reason of a special court-martial, it 
is possible for an individual to receive a bad-conduct discharge by 
deliberately committing a series of minor offenses for which he is 
ordinarily not subject to trial by a general court-martial, and, de- 
pending upon the interpretation of facts by a Veterans’ Administra- 
tion adjudication officer, receive all veterans’ benefits available under 
laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration. 

Experience has shown that this method of obtaining a bad-conduct 
discharge by reason of a special court-martial is well known among 
those individuals attempting to avoid, shirk, or obtain release from 
their obligation of military service. 

An inquiry was made by The Judge Advocates General of the Army 
and Air Force in March 1953, requesting their staff judge advocates 
of general courts-martial jurisdictions to advise them as to the number 
of individuals who, during the period May 31, 1951, to December 31, 
1952, testified before a court-martial or disclosed in staff judge 
advocate interviews that a series of minor offenses had been committed 
with the avowed purpose of obtaining a bad-conduct discharge with 
little additional punishment, that is, bad-conduct discharge by reason 
of a special court-martial. The Air Force total number of such 
individuals was 1,287. The Army total number was 372. It should 
be pointed out that the total number of Air Force bad-conduct 
discharges by reason of a special court-martial was approximately 
2,167 for this period. 

During the period June 1. 1953 to July 1, 1954 (13 months), a total 
of 3,547 bad-conduct discharges by reason of a special court-martial 
occurred in the Air Force. In one of these cases the accused told the 
Staff Judge Advocate that he refused trial by summary court-martial 
in the specific hope of obtaining a bad-conduct discharge by a special! 
court-martial. In another case the confinement officer reported that 
the accused stated that his only reason for going absent without leave 
was to obtain a discharge. In still another case the accused, when 
queried by the president of the court as to whether he was ‘bucking 
for a bad-conduct discharge,’ responded that he was, because it 
appeared to him to be the only way that he could find to get out of 
the service. 

The proposed amendment to section 300 of the Servicemen’s Read- 
justment Act would close the loophole in veterans’ legislation by 
denying Veterans’ Administration benefits to all individuals dis- 
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charged or dismissed from military service as a result of a court- 
martial. This would act as a deterrent to possible future offenders 
and discourage individuals from actively seeking bad-conduct dis- 
charges. 

It is the policy of the Department of Defense that discipline be 
administered on a corrective rather than a punitive basis and that 
those under sentence of courts-martial be accorded uniform treatment 
in accordance with the principles of unification and in justice to the 
individual. While correction or reformation of the individual is the 
primary consideration in fixing punishments, necessarily inherent is 
the repression of offenses by others. The deterrent effect can be 
aided by education, thus making a rational appeal to the prospective 
offender’s reason. If the services can, through a program of training 
and orientation, demonstrate to their members that a bad conduct 
discharge imposed by a special court-m: artial has the same economic 
consequences, by absolute denial of veterans’ benefits, as that following 
the same sentence adjudged by a general court-martial, a more effective 
deterrent will result. There is no doubt that fewer misguided service- 
men would attempt to avoid service through the comparatively easy 
escape route now available to them. Enactment of this legislative 
proposal would lead to uniformity and permit deterrent effects flowing 
from punishment to apply equally to the sentence to a bad conduct 
discharge regardless of the type of court-martial by which imposed. 

On behalf of the Department of Defense, I respectfully urge that 
this legislative proposal be favorably considered. 

Again I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. The Department of Defense appreciates this opportunity 
to present its views. If there are any questions | would be happy to 
answer them. 

Mr. Byrne. Thank you. 

Mr. Diaes. Colonel, what is the present punishment additional to 
a bad conduct discharge by reason of a special court-martial? 

Colonel Warp. The maximum limitation which has been imposed, 
of course, is confinement not to exceed 6 months. One of the addi- 
tional punishments that goes along with confinement at hard labor is 
reduction to the lowest enlisted grade, if the accused happens to be 
higher than the lowest enlisted crade; and partial forfeitures of pay 
not to exceed two-thirds of pay per month for 6 months. 

Mr. Diaes. You do not find that is a sufficient deterrent? 

Colonel Warp. No, sir; we do not believe it is, because the man 
that will go a. w. o. J. will not mind spending a few months in con- 
finement. Of course, in the normal confinement of 6 months, with time 
off for good behavior, the sentence runs approximately 5 months 
rather than 6 months. 

Mr. Diaes. I notice your statistics all relate to a period of 1951 up 
to this time. Do you have any statistics before 1951? 

Colonel Warp. No, sir. Those statistics were taken because be- 
ginning on May 31 of 1951 the Uniform Code of Military Justice came 
into effect. Of course, that was the first time that the Navy came 
under the same law that was applicable to the Army and the Air Force. 
Up until that time the Navy had been adjudging, as I understand it, 
bad conduct discharges in what they then called summary court- 
martial, but without requiring a verbatim copy of the record of trial. 
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Beginning on the 31st of May 1951 all three services came under one 
Uniform Code of Military Justice. 

Mr. Diaes. You do not have any idea as to the frequency of these 
incidents before that time? 

Colonel Warp. No, sir; I have not. However, I would be glad to 
inquire and furnish that information to the committee. 

Mr. Diees. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Weaver. 

Mr. Weaver. I just had one question. On page 2 you mentioned 
the individual who had hoped to obtain a bad conduct discharge by 
special court-martial instead of a general court-martial. In the 
second paragraph of your statement you say: 

The proposed amendment * * * would close the loophole in veterans’ legisla- 
tion by denying Veterans’ Administration benefits to all individuals discharged or 
dismissed from military service as a result of a court-martial. 

I assume you are referring to either a special or a general court- 
martial? 

Colonel Warp. That is correct, sir. There is no authority. 

Mr. Weaver. There is no permanent penalty for discharge from a 
summary court-martial? 

Colonel Warp. No, sir. The maximum punishment of a summary 
court-martial, which it may adjudge, is confinement for 30 days and 
forfeiture of two-thirds pay for just 1 month; and, of course, the con- 
comitant reduction to the lowest enlisted grade. 

Mr. Weaver. Thank you. 

The Counset. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the witness a question? 

Mr. Byrne. You may. 

The CounseEt. Colonel, this amendment, if it should be enacted 
into law, would cover veterans of two wars, would it not; World War 
II and Korea, largely? 

Colonel Warp. I believe it would cover both categories. 

The Counseu. For the record, can a special court-martial give a 
dishonorable discharge? 

Colonel Warp. No, sir. 

The Counse.. It cannot; only a general court-martial can give that? 

Colonel Warp. Only a general court-martial. 

The Counsg.L. As to the figures which you have presented here as 
to the number of special courts-martial which have given bad conduct 
discharges within the time limits indicated, were those figures referred 
to the Veterans’ Administration for any check as to how many of 
those bad conduct discharges were denied veterans’ benefits? 

Colonel Warp. Not to my knowledge, sir. 

The Counseu. Could that information be furnished for the record, 
as to whether that was referred to the Veterans’ Administration? 

Colonel Warp. I would be glad to inquire and furnish it to you, sir. 

(The information is as follows:) 

(The following information was later received from Lt. Col. Jack Knight of 
the Legislative and Liaison Office of the Air Force (by telephone May 19, 1955): 
The Veterans’ Administration receives each year from the Department of Defense 
files on 400 to 500 cases of men who have been given bad conduct discharges. 
At the request of the Veterans’ Administration the files are stripped of all informa- 
tion except that produced in the record of the court-martial. Many of the inten- 
tions of the accused are made to the defense counsel, prior to trial or afterwards. 


Defense would make this information indicating intent available to the Veterans’ 
Administration if requested to do so. 
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To: Mr. Birdsall, Assistant Administrator for Legislation. : 
Re: Statement made by Colonel Knight, Air Force JAG, and relayed to the 
Assistant Administrator for Legislation by telephone. 

This is in reference to your personal request that you be furnished data relative 
to the above identified statement and to the subsequent telephonic request of the 
counsel to the Veterans Affairs Committee to a representative of this office that 
the data gleaned be incorporated in a memorandum to him. 

Informal contact with the Records Development Section, Office of the Assistant 
Administrator for Administration, disclosed no knowledge of any formal or in- 
formal request emanating from the VA that records of courts martial proceedings 
be stripped of material extraneous to the formal proceeding itself before transfer 
to the VA. Contact was also made with the VA liaison representative, Depart- 
ment of the Air Force, and with the employee of the Department of the Air Force 
who has handled VA requests for courts martial proceedings since 1927. She had 
no knowledge either of any such request being made by the VA and stated that 
this action was apparently the established procedure and was predicated upon a 
verbal understanding prior to her appointment to such position. 

Informal contact was also made with the General Counsel’s office and counsel 
was given that if the Defense Department desired to automatically furnish the 
statements in question, the VA should not refuse them; however, that requests for 
such records should not be initiated by the VA and that even if such statements 
were available, the VA could not properly use them adversely to the claimant 

While no statistics are available, it is the considered opinion of this office that 
the number of cases in which veterans would be discharged from service pursuant 
to special or summary courts martial and subsequently be found to be discharged 
under other than dishonorable conditions and thus be granted benefits by the VA 
would be infinitesimal. 

Witus Howarp, 
Myer 8. Lipps, 
Associate General Counsel. 


The Counset. In the past and prior to the time indicated in your 
statement, have you had any statistics to indicate the number of 
men with bad conduct discharges who are getting full veterans’ 


benefits? 

Mr. Warp. No, sir; I do not. 

The Counsgeu. Thank you. 

Mr. Byrne. Thank you, Colonel, for your statement. 

Mr. Warp. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Byrne. The next witness is Mr. Guy H. Birdsall of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration and we shall be glad to hear from him at this 
time. 


STATEMENT OF GUY H. BIRDSALL, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, 
FOR LEGISLATION, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY MORAGNE F. HALL, VETERANS CLAIMS SERVICE, 
VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Birpsautu. Mr. Chairman, I am Guy H. Birdsall, Assistant 
Administrator for Legislation, Veterans’ Administration, accompanied 
by Mr. Moragne F. Hall. 

Mr. Hauu. I am Moragne F. Hall, Chief of Policy and Planning 
Division, Veterans Claims Service of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Byrne. Thank you, gentlemen. You may proceed, Mr. Birdsall. 

Mr. Birpsauu. Mr. Chairman, in this series of bills there are really 
only two of them that pertain to matters that are under the juris- 
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diction of the Veterans’ Administration. ‘The first one, H. R. 723, 
pertains to the organization and operation of the Board of Veterans’ 
Appeals, and the purpose of the measure is to require a specific 
rotation every 3 months of membership on the Board of Veterans’ 
Appeals. For many years the section members have been rotated as 
far as practicable. 

The report, in setting out the principles which would contraindicate 
that from the standpoint of good administration, contains a detailed 
chart to bring out the fact that we have numerous specialties involved 
in the cases which come before the Board, and in order to have the 
best type of reviews in the Board, the persons working in the particular 
specialty fields would necessarily have to be well qualified, because 
they have medical experts on the Boards of original jurisdiction. | 
might mention some of them: tuberculosis, neuropsychiatric diseases, 
gastric ulcers, tropical diseases, gun-shot wounds, misconduct diseases, 
misconduct injuries; eye, ear, nose and throat; dental, prisoners of 
war cases, suicide, insurance, ‘forfeiture of rights, line of duty, need 
for aid and attendanc e, medical reimbursement, which involves a 
great Many opinions and deci isions; special housing and that is your 
paraplegic housing, vocational rehabilitation, education and training 

apd emergency officer retirement, World War I, for example. 

Those are distributed to the various sections where they have 1 
more specialists and the report indicates the following, and I shall 
give you the meat of it: 

The Board receives appeals from adverse decisions rendered by all of the 
operating services of the Veterans’ Administration. Generally speaking, the 
adverse decisions appealed from are made by employees who specialize in the 
particular adjudicative field involved. If the Board of Veterans’ Appeals is to 
render service not inferior to that furnished by the agency making the original 
decision, it must of necessity specialize to a large extent on all matters relating to 
laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration. This includes medicine 
with its various specialties, insurance, compensation and pension laws, education 
and training, family relations, etc. It is obvious that no one person can be a 
specialist in all the mentioned fields, particularly in the medical tield. 

During the fiscal year 1954 the Board of Veterans’ Appeals entered 56,656 
decisions and during the same period disposed of 15,144 hearings. 

That, then, indicates the load, which is under control at the present 
time. The fear here is that you would not have the considerations 
that are necessary in these appellate cases, but that you also would 
have a very large backlog on the Board. 

Because of the research required on the part of transferred members who would 
be unfamiliar with the subject matter of the appeal, the procedure proposed by 
the bill would slow down the work of the Board approximately 35 percent and 
interfere with prompt, efficient service to veterans and their dependents in dis- 
puted claims. Insofar as the proposed procedure would require that additional 
members of the Board be employed to keep work on a current basis, the enactment 
of the bill would increase administrative costs but the extent of such increased 
costs cannot be satisfactorily estimated. 

The Veterans’ Administration recommends that the bill not be 
favorably considered. The report had clearance from the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

The other bill that would pertain—well, there are really three of 
them instead of two. We also have a bill on burial flags on which 
testimony has been furnished the committee. 

The purpose of H. R. 4727 is to permit the furnishing of a burial 
flag to other than the next of kin, as provided under the existing law. 
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The fact that a flag is not immediately claimed by the next of kin of 
a deceased veteran does not preclude issue, upon request, to the 
legally entitled next of kin at a later date. If such flag were given 
to a close friend or associate in the absence of a relative present to 
claim it at the time of burial, complications could possibly arise if 
an entitled relative later was made aware of his right to the flag and 
subsequently presented his claim for it. 

The bill, if enacted, could increase the administrative costs of the 
Veterans’ Administration in securing evidence to show whether the 
claimant was in fact a close friend or an associate, and could require 
the Veterans’ Administration to determine which of two or more 
claimants was the closer friend or associate. 

The limitation on the furnishing of the flag has been of long stand- 
ing and it is contained in the Veterans’ regular 9 series. We recom- 
mend against favorable consideration of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the other bill, H. R. 1821, has to do with checks, 
on which testimony has been furnished. The purpose is to require 
the forwarding of checks for benefits if the payee has left a forwarding 
address with the postmaster. 

After July 1930, under the consolidation of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration with the Veterans’ Bureau and the National Home for 
Disabled Volunteer Soldiers, it was our responsibility as an agency 
to examine into the laws that were administered in order to accom- 
plish uniformity by administrative action or proposed legislation. 

The Administrator, in 1936, recommended very strongly that the 
practice of not forwarding checks which was in effect in the former 
Pension Bureau under the act of August 17, 1912, should be applied 
to the former Veterans’ Bureau’ checks which were being forwarded. 
In reaching that determination, there were two principal factors 
First is that you have various benefits under our laws, among ove 
being disability compensation, disability pensions and the men are 
entitled to hospitalization for nonservice-connected disability and 
they are entitled to file for service-connected disability, but the large 
load is in the former class. You have disability factors in insurance 
cases. 

The feeling was that there is, and should be, very close contact 
between the veteran and the Veterans’ Administration in connection 
with benefits. There are reexaminations, there are examinations for 
observation, and there are examinations in connection with his direct 
benefits. There are, then, matters of making certain that at any 
given time he can be reached directly. If he is in a position to execute 
a change of address for the use of the Post Office Department, then the 
only other step necessary is to complete a post card for the Veterans’ 
Administration and then it is properly channeled and the change of 
address will come through very rapidly. 

That was considered, as I say, in 1936 and the then existing proce- 
dure under the 1912 act was applied to the checks for other benefits 
administered by the Veterans’ Administration by Public Law 63 
74th Congress, June 3, 1936. We have had no complaints. The 
understanding is and the report indicated that the practice has been 
satisfactory. The other point is that the proposed change would 
introduce greater possibility of forgery. 

Of course, with a large organization and with a large number of 
benefits and persons on the rolls, in any event you will have some 
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cases where there is a delay of some sort in the delivery of checks. 
The Veterans’ Administration recommends against favorable con- 
sideration of H. R. 1821. 

I think probably that the committee might want the act of 1936, 
which is not long, in the record at this point. 

Mr. Byrne. Without objection, the act will be made a part of the 
record at this point. 

(The act referred to is as follows:) 


[PuBLic, No. 684—741TH ConGrRess] 
[H. R. 9496] 
AN ACT 


To protect the United States against loss in the delivery through the mails of checks in payment of benefits 
provided for by laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 3 of the Act entitled ““An Act making 
appropriations for the payment of invalid and other pensions of the United 
States for the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nineteen hundred and thirteen, 
and for other purposes,’”’ approved August 17, 1912 (37 Stat. 312; 38 U. S. C., 
sec. 50), is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 3. Pensions, compensation, insurance, or other allowances or benefits 
provided for by laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration shall be 
paid by checks drawn, pursuant to certification by the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs, by the Division of Disbursement of the Treasury Department in such 
form as to protect the United States against loss, without separate vouchers or 
receipts, and payable by the Treasurer of the United States, except in any cuse 
in which the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs may consider a voucher necessary 
for the protection of the Government. Such checks shall be transmitted by mail 
to the payee thereof at his last-known address, and the envelope or cover thereof 
may bear an appropriate notice of the prohibition hereafter set forth in this 
section. 

“Postmasters, delivery clerks, letter carriers, and all other postal employees 
are prohibited from delivering any mail addressed by the United States bearing 
such notice and containing any such check (except that in the case of checks in 
payment of allowances and benefits other than pensions, compensation, or insur- 
ance, the prohibition shall apply only insofar as the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs deems it necessary to protect the United States against loss), to any 
person whomsoever, if the addressee has died or removed, or in the case of a 
widow believed by the postal employee intrusted with the delivery of such mail 
to have remarried (unless such mail is addressed by the United States in the 
name which the widow shall have acquired by remarriage); and the postmaster 
in every such case shall forthwith return such mail with a statement of the reasons 
for so doing, and if because of death or remarriage, the date thereof, if known. 
Checks returned as herein provided on account of death or remarriage shall be 
canceled.” 

Sec. 2. Section 4 of the Adjusted Compensation Payment Act, 1936, is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following paragraphs: 

“‘At the request of the Secretary of the Treasury, the Postmaster General, under 
such regulations as he may prescribe, shall desiznate postmasters and other em- 
ployees of the Post Office Department and of the Postal Service to perform, without 
extra compensation, such fiscal-agency services as may be desirable and practicable 
in connection with the redemption and payment of the bonds issued under this 
section; and the Postmaster General may require each such employee to furnish 
such bond as he may determine for the faithful performance of such fiscal-agency 
duties. 

“The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to advance, from time to time, to 
the Postmaster Generai, from the appropriation contained in the Supplemental 
Appropriation Act, fiscal year 1936, approved February 11, 1936, for ‘Administra- 
tive expenses, Adjusted Compensation Payment Act, 1936, Treasury Department, 
1936 and 1937’, such sums as are certified by the Postmaster General to be re- 
quired for the expenses of the Post Office Department in connection with the han- 
dling of the bonds issued hereunder. Such bonds, when received by postmasters 
for purposes of redemption and payment, shall be handled by the postmasters 
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under such special regulations as may be promulgated by the Postmaster General. 
They shall be transmitted between post offices or from any post office to the 
Treasury Department, or fiscal agent thereof, without advance payment of any 
required postage. The Secretary of the Treasury shall reimburse the Postmaster 
General, from the aforesaid appropriation contained in said Supplemental Appro- 
priation Act, for such postage and registry fees as may be required in connection 
with such transmittal. Whenever it is proved to the Secretary of the Treasury, 
by clear and satisfactory evidence, that any such bond is lost, stolen, or destroyed 
while being so transmitted, the Secretary of the Treasury may, in accordance with 
such rules and regulations as he may prescribe, issue a duplicate thereof without 
requiring the furnishing of an indemnity bond.” 

Approved, June 3, 1936. 

Mr. Brrpsauyu. Mr. Chairman, that completes my presentation on 
the three bills, but there is the matter of discharges and it is not any- 
thing which we administer, but it gets into the field of whether or not 
certain cases are awarded benefits by the Veterans’ Administration 
where the discharge is not dishonorable—in other words a bad-conduct 
discharge. 

We mention in our report on H. R. 2209 the types of such cases 
where you have the offenses which are minor and it is possible in a 
case of that kind, where the Veterans’ Administration under its 
definition of “‘line of duty’ might determine in an individual case 
that it would be unjust to deny benefits. 

I would like to give you a little history in order to get it into the 
record. It is not too long, and I shall not read the entire report: 

As pertinent legislative background, it should be noted that S. 1767, 78th 
Congress, which was enacted as the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, was originally 
passed by the Senate with section 300 barring benefits under laws administered 
by the Veterans’ Administration where the individual was discharged or dis- 
missed by reason of the sentence of any court-martial. Section 301 of the same 
bill, as passed by the Senate, excluded from the review and corrective action 
provided by that section a discharge or dismissal pursuant to the sentence of any 
court-martial. 


In other words, they were uniform. 


Each of these sections was amended in the House of Representatives to limit 
the effect of the bar and the exception, respectively, to a discharge or dismissal 
based on the sentence of a general court-martial. 

The Selective Service Act of 1948 introduced the bad-conduct discharge to the 
Army and the Air Force as an additional punitive discharge and authorized its 
imposition by a special or a general court-martial, limiting the dishonorable type 
of discharge to sentence of a general court-martial. 

It is also noteworthy that at the time the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act was enacted the articles authorized the summary court- 
martial of the Navy to adjudge bad conduct, but discharge could not 
be adjudged by a court-martial except by general court-martial. The 
Selective Service Act of 1940 introduced the bad-conduct discharge to 
the Army and the Air Force as an additional punitive discharge and 
authorized those discharges by special or general court-martial, limit- 
ing the dishonorable type of discharge to the sentence of a general 
court-martial. 

The Uniform Code of Military Justice, which has already been 
referred to, and which applies to all the services, now authorizes either 
a special court or general court to evidence or adjudge a bad-conduct 
discharge under certain conditions. 

It will thus be seen that the bad-conduct discharge has been avail- 
able as a punitive measure in court-martial proceedings for a con- 
siderable period of time. While it is true that, unless adjudged by 















































MISCELLANEOUS BILLS 883 


general courts-martial, such discharges have occupied a somewhat 
more favorable potential status in relation to veterans’ benefits than 
dishonorable discharges or dismissals, it is also the fact that they have 
been accorded a preference in the review afforded by section 301 of 
the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act. The proposed legislation would 
wipe out the distinction insofar as the automatic bar of section 300 is 
concerned, but would not change the disparity which exists under 
section 301. S. 1646, 83d Congress, and H. R. 2273, 83d Congress, 
if enacted, would have eliminated the distinction in this respect now 
contained in section 301 so that a discharge or dismissal pursuant to 
the sentence of any court-martial would be excluded from the right 
of review afforded by that section. However, no such proposal has 
yet been reintroduced in the 84th Congress. 


The particular interest of the Department of Defense in this proposal from the 
standpoint of military discipline is appreciated. Cases will continue to arise in 
which there is a reasonable question whether the bad-conduct discharge was 
under dishonorable conditions, such as a bad-conduct discharge based upon 
repeated convictions of minor offenses. However, in view of the considerations 
of policy urged by the Department of Defense, the Veterans’ Administration 
would not interpose an objection to the enactment of the proposed amendment 
to section 300. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there would be 
no objection to the submission of this report to the committee. 


Mr. Byrne. Are there any questions, Mr. Diggs? 

Mr. Diaas. No questions. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Weaver? 

Mr. Weaver. No, sir, I do not have any questions. 

The Counsext. Mr. Chairman, | have a question or two which | 


would like to ask. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Patterson. 

The Counsget. Mr. Birdsall, on the last bill to which you referred, 
H. R. 2209, the bill sponsored by the Department of Defense, while 
the language of section 300 would appear to cover the two groups 
which 1 mentioned earlier in questioning Colonel Ward in regard to 
World War II and the Korean war veterans, could that language be 
interpreted to include a World War I veteran? 

Mr. Brrosauu. I am glad you brought that up. I think we should 
put section 300 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act in the record 
as to that point. 

The Counsext. Would it be your opinion that it could cover World 
War I veterans? 

Mr. Brrpsa.u. I believe it would because the language covers any 
laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration. 

The CounsgeL. Have any of the cases which Colonel Ward cited 
in his testimony, to the best of your knowledge, been brought to the 
attention of the Veterans’ Administration? I mean complaints as to 
your adjudication of bad-conduct discharges? 

Mr. Birpsatu. Mr. Hall is working in that particular field and I 
would like for him to answer that question. 

Mr. Haut. Not officially; no, sir. 

The CounsEu. That is what I mean, officially. 

Mr. Hau. There has been no correlation of the situation they 
have encountered after adjudication of the claims of those veterans 
whose discharges were granted pursuant to courts-martial, other than 
general. 
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I would like to state that in addition, of course, to the statutory 
bars contained in section 300 of the GI bill that it is always a con- 
dition precedent to the granting of disability compensation or pen- 
sions, that the veteran also meet the requirements of section 1503. 
We must determine in addition that he was discharged under con- 
ditions other than dishonorable and, of course, in those cases where 
he gets an express honorable or general discharge under honorable 
conditions, there is no question of his-entitlement. If it is a general 
court-martial and he gets an express dishonorable discharge, we do 
not have to make an adjudicative determination. So, it is the twi- 
light zone where it is bad conduct or undesirable that we must make 
the factual determination. 

The Counsex. Then, H. R. 2209 would relieve vou of the discretion 
to make that factual determination? 

Mr. Hat. It would facilitate the administration in that we would 
not have to make the factual determination. 

The Counset. But, to the best of your knowledge, has the Secre- 
tary of Defense ever called to the attention of the Administrator of 
the Veterans’ Administration the statistics contained in Colonel 
Ward’s statement or similar statements? 

Mr. Hau. No, sir, nor the individual cases involved. 

The Counsget. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Byrne. Are there any questions, Mr. Digs? 

Mr. Diaes. I have no questions. 

Mr. Byrne. Are there any questions, Mr. Weaver? 

Mr. Weaver. | have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Byrne. Thank you, gentlemen. 

We shal! now hear from Mr. Miles Kennedy, who is here represent- 
ing the American Legion. 


STATEMENT OF MILES KENNEDY, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR OF 
THE AMERICAN LEGION, ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES §S. STE- 
VENS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, NATIONAL REHABILITATION 
COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION, AND JOHN S. MEARS, 
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT, NATIONAL ECONOMIC COM- 
MISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, 
my name is Miles Kennedy and I am the legislative director of the 
American Legion. 

I want to thank you on behalf of our organization for permitting 
us to be here before you in connection with some of these bills this 
morning. 

First of all, however, I would like the record to show, Mr. Chairman, 
that we are grateful to Congressman Overton Brooks of Louisiana 
for having introduced, at our request, one of these bills, namely, 
H. R. 2562. As you know, Congressman Brooks was here earlier 
this morning, but due to other commitments, he could not wait. 
[ am also grateful to his secretary, Mr. Bookter, who spoke previously 
this morning, explaining the reason for Mr. Brooks having to leave. 

Mr. Chairman, there are five of these bills which we would like with 
your permission, of course, to offer testimony on. Four of them will 
be covered by Mr. Charles W. Stevens, the Assistant Director, national 
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rehabilitation commission of the American Legion. Those four are 
H. R. 723, H. R. 2209, H. R. 1821, and H. R. 4727, and the other bill 
if H. R. 2562 which will be covered by Mr. John S. Mears, adminis- 
trative assistant of our national economic commission. Both of these 
gentlemen are with me, and each one has a prepared statement, and 
I respectfully request that the two statements be incorporated in full 
in the record and that the respective gentlemen be permitted to touch 
briefly upon the main points in order to save time and the necessary 
detail which would be consumed in reading the statements in full, 
with your permission. 

Mr. Byrne. We would be glad to hear from them at this time. 

Mr. Kennepy. At this time I would like to present Mr. Charles 
W. Stevens. 
Mr. Byrne. Mr. Stevens, we shall be glad to hear from you. 





STATEMENT OF CHARLES W. STEVENS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 


NATIONAL REHABILITATION COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN 
LEGION 





Mr. Stevens. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present my prepared 
statement for the record at this point. 

Mr. Byrne. Without objection, your statement will be inserted 
into the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 












STATEMENT OF CHARLES W. StTeEvENs, Assistant Drrector, NATIONAL 
REHABILITATION COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION 










Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the American Legion appreciates 
this opportunity to testify on four of the bills which this subcommittee is consider- 
ing. he national rehabilitation commission is interested in H. R. 723, H. R. 
1821, H. R. 2209, and H. R. 4727. 

H. R. 723 would regulate the membership of sections of the Board of Veterans 
Appeals. Existing statutcry authority would be continued for the Chairman to 
divide the Board into sections of three members, assign the members of the Board 
thereto and designate the chiefs thereof. However, he would be required to rotate 
members of each section so that 2 members will be assigned to some other section 
at least every 3 months. 

It is presently the practice of the Chairman to rotate members among the 
sections periodically—at least semiannually—where rotation is practicable. There 
are-so Many issues in those claims in which appeals are filed that it is, in our 
judgment, imperative that assignment of members to sections be left to the 
discretion of the Chairman, so that the best possible utilization of personnel may 
be made. It is our sincere belief that enactment of the proposed amendment 
would not be in the best interests of appellants. 

There are members who are especially qualified in different fields of medicine 
whose talents should be available in considering claims in which their specialty is 
involved. Other members have the requisite knowledge of other aspects of the 
gamut of cases on which decisions must be made. A statutory requirement of 
forced rotation would interfere to a harmful extent in‘ rendition of reasoned 
decisions by members best qualified to make determinations in the questions at 



















issue. 
I have here a chart which I ask be inserted in the record to be considered with 
my statement. It was furnished us because we have several members of our staff 


appearing day by day before the sections of the Board to present the appeals of 
veterans and dependents who have named the American Legion to act for them. 
Viewing the chart, it will be observed that particular sections specialize in par- 
ticular issues. Our experience with the Board since it was established in 1933 
convinces us that the Chairman must have full authority to regulate its operation 
to do the important job for which it was created, and we must, therefore, recom- 
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mend against enactment of the proposed amendment. Nothing we have observed 
would indicate a need for it. 

H. R. 1821 would remove the present statutory prohibition against forwarding 
of checks issued by the Treasury Department to beneficiaries of Veterans’ Admin- 
istration awards of pension, compensation, insurance, etc. It would require that 
the envelope containing such a check bear the notice on its face “‘Postmaster: 
Please forward if addressee has moved and filed a regular change-of-address notice. 
If addressee is deceased, return the letter with date of death, if known.” It 
would authorize the forwarding of checks where a change of address has been 
recorded with a post office. 

It is our positive opinion that there is a sound basis for existing requirements 
of law and that it would be a mistake to enact the proposed amendatory legislation. 
There are many reasons for knowing the whereabouts of a Veterans’ Administra- 
tion beneficiary. o hardship is worked upon the recipient of a benefit check in 
requiring that the Veterans’ Administration be promptly notified of any change 
of address. 

The American Legion represents the interests of thousands of veterans and 
dependents throughout this country and abroad, every month. We have had 
no objection voiced to the present requirement that beneficiaries keep the Veterans’ 
Administration advised of a correct mailing address. The Veterans’ Administra- 
tion needs to know their addresses and they need to be able to receive without 
delay any communications bearing upon their awards. There are many factors 
entering into the continuance of disability and death pension, compensation,. and 
insurance awards, and we are constrained to believe that enactment of this 
measure could affect adversely the interests of many beneficiaries. 

The intricacies of the laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration are 
such that the American Legion must recommend against enactment of the pro- 
posed amendatory legislation, in that a disservice to veterans and dependents 
and administrative complications could result. 

H. R. 2209 would amend section 300 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act 
of 1944 in relation to the entitlement of veterans, discharged or dismissed by 
sentence of a court-martial, to veterans’ rights under laws administered by the 
Veterans’ Administration. In a measure this bill would affect a beneficial amend- 
ment of existing law which the American Legion would strongly support. 1! 
will cite what this effect would be; however, it. could be accomplished without 
altering the primary purpose of the section. 

Where a discharge or dismissal from an armed force results from sentence of a 
general court-martial, the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs is now empowered 
to hold notwithstanding that there is an entitlement to benefits under VA- 
administered laws<, providing he finds that, at. the time of the commission of the 
offense for which court-martialed, the person was insane. 

As a general court-martial is convened to try members of the Armed Forces 
for the most serious offenses, it would appear equitable and right to give the 
\dministrator authority to inquire into a veteran’s sanity where a lesser offense 
was responsible for his discharge or dismissal by sentence of a lower court-martial, 
such as, a special or a summary. This bill would extend the Administrator’s 
authority to cover any case in which a discharge or dismissal resulted from a 
court-martial sentence. We must record our vigorous objection to enactment of 
this bill, in view of its obvious prime purpose, however. 

H. R. 4727 would permit issuance by the Veterans’ Administration of a flag to 
a friend or associate of a deceased veteran where it is not claimed by the next of 
kin. It is our sincere belief that the present limitation is desirable and that man y 
administrative complications might result from the proposed amendatory legisla- 
tion. The Veterans’ Administration would be called upon to decide which one 
of the close friends or associates should receive the flag, if there were, and there 
well could be, contestihg claimants. It is a relatively simple question where, as 
now, issue is confined to the next of kin. It has not come to our attention through 
the vears that there has been any demand of consequence for the proposal here 
made 


Mr. Stevens. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, first, 
addressing myself to H. R. 723, this statement which I have prepared 
and which has been inserted into the record, will show that we would 
be obliged to recommend against the enactment of this bill, which 
would affect materially the administrative authority of the Chairman 
of the Board of Veterans’ Appeals. It would cause a rotation of 
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members of the Board so frequently, each 3 months, and in such 
numbers, that the actual operation would be impaired, in our honest 
judgment. 

I would like, in connection with this statement, if I may please, 
to insert in the record a chart which we were furnished last January 
which will show the special assignments between the 11 three-men 
sections in the Board of Veterans’ Appeals. 

The Counset. It has already been inserted and appears on page 845. 

Mr. Srevens. It is already in the record? 

The CounseE.. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Stevens. We are furnished each January and each July a 
specialized assignment chart and at the same time are informed of 
the rotation that has been effected, which is normally done, at least 
one member of each section being transferred to another section for 
the purpose of distributing the membership, each 6-month period. 

H. R. 1821 is a bill which would authorize the forwarding of the 
checks payable for benefits under the laws administered by the 
Veterans’ Administration. We are recommending against the ap- 
proval of this amendatory enactment and my statement shows why, 
except that I would like just to add this: 

Our firm belief is that this measure would be objectionable and 
render a disservice to Veterans’ Administration beneficiaries in this 
particular regard: Compensation or pension checks or insurance 
checks are sent out, for example, in the cases where veterans are totally 
disabled or permanently and totally disabled, and it is well to require 
that they keep the Veterans’ Administration informed of their 
addresses in order that any other correspondence may reach them just 
as quickly as possible. We do not believe it works a hardship upon 
them. For the award of disability or death pensions, it is required 
annually that an income questionnaire be executed by the beneficiary 
whether it is the veteran who is permanently and totally disabled or 
the dependent widow or child and if the check were forwarded, the 

uestionnaire would be forwarded also by the postmaster to the ad- 
Boss to which the beneficiary had moved. An untimely response or 
return of that questionnaire to the Veterans’ Administration could 
result in a discontinuance of the veteran’s or dependent’s payments 
and it might be somewhat difficult, or take some time, to have the 
pension payment restored. 

We do know from our own experience over a long period of years in 
handling these claims of veterans and dependents that they move 
quite frequently and it could happen that there would be one address 
after another recorded in a case without the Veterans’ Administration 
having the specific advice as to the new address. 

Also, as the awards of compensation or insurance for disability 
depend upon the continuance of disability, the awards are discontinued 
if the veteran fails to report timely for an ordered examination and 
it would be in his own best interest that a veteran keep the Veterans’ 
Administration informed as to where the check should be mailed so 
that any other mail addressed to him would reach him promptly and 
he would not fail to cooperate with the agency in the matter of retain- 
ing his award. 

Concerning H. R. 2209, which would amend section 300 of the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, in my statement I remark: 

In a@ measure this bill would effect a beneficial amendment of existing law 
which the American Legion would strongly support. 
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The spokesman for the Department of Defense and the spokesman 
for the Veterans’ Administration discussed just what the actual im- 
plications of the measure might be. It would create a further bar 
to veteran benefit awards. Under section 1503 of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944, it is required that there be a discharge 
under other than dishonorable conditions as a prerequisite to entitle- 
ment to benefits under the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 
and Public Law 2 of the 73d Congress. In my experience, I have failed 
to observe one case in which, where a person was given a bad-conduct 
discharge by a court-martial sentence, it was held that the discharge 
was received under other than dishonorable conditions. 

Actually, the beneficial effect of the striking of the word ‘‘general’’ 
preceding the word “court-martial”, would not, I believe, outweigh 
its other feature. While it would aid in the disciplinary pattern that 
is adopted by the Department of Defense to make the servicemen 
know they can lose their rights to Veterans’ Administration benefits 
if they are issued a discharge as the result of sentence by any type of 
court-martial, it would also have this effect: It would use rights to 
veterans benefits as a vehicle to accomplish a purpose which was 
never intended. 

L believe that where a lesser court-martial caused a discharge of a 
lesser degree than a dishonorable discharge, the Administrator would 
be given here, and should be given, the authority to inquire into the 
veteran’s sanity at the time he committed the offense. 

The Counset. Mr. Chairman, I think there is a misunderstanding 
here. This does not confer new authority upon the Administrator, 
but rather it removes it from him. 

Mr. Stevens. It really does confer a new authority upon the 
Administrator. 

The Counset. Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very important 
point and J would like for Mr. Birdsall to comment on that. 

Mr. Brrosauu. We think Mr. Stevens is making a point there that 
by removing the word “general’”’ from section 300, the provision at 
the end of the section regarding the cases where there might be 
insanity, would then apply to cases where that particular language is 
not applicable at the present time. 

The Counser. It would refer to special and summary courts- 
martial, is that right? 

Mr. Brrpsauu. Yes, sir. As to the question as to what we would 
do in those cases at present, is another matter. In other words, we 
would still go into the proposition of whether you could deny a 
benefit where you find definitely that he was insane at the time of the 
offense. 

The Counss.. I think, Mr. Chairman, that the record should be 
very clear here whether the American Legion is supporting this bill 
and, if so, either by mandate of its convention or by resolution of its 
executive committee, because the Legion’s position is one of having 
a@ one-stop operation; and if Mr. Stevens is recommending to the 
committee that this bill be passed, we want to have that record very 
clear. 

Mr. Stevens. May I say that we are not under a mandate by the 
national convention nor by a resolution by the executive committee. 

The Counset. Then, how is your position determined? 
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Mr. Stevens. We express our staff opinion, as to this bill. I have 
not yet said what I planned to say, but I might make it clear now— 
it is obvious that I have not before, in view of the counsel’s remarks— 
Mr. Chairman. The American Legion would very strongly recom- 
mend that this committee inquire deeply into the considerations 
which prompted the Department of Defense to offer the amendment. 
We do ask, as the counsel asks, that the Veterans’ Administration 
furnish the committee with some idea of the implications or impact it 
would have if enacted as proposed. We do believe that by striking 
the work “general” it would have accomplished a purpose which 
would have been beneficial. However, that purpose can also be 
accomplished by amendment of the proviso. We positively oppose 
enactment of the bill for the purpose intended by the Department of 
Defense. 

Mr. Kennepy. I might interject there, Mr. Chairman, if I could, 
that Mr. Stevens has been continuously handling these matters on 
behalf of our organization for over 25 years. So, he has had consid- 
erable experience. I just make that statement to show that he is 
qualified to make the explanation which he has just offered. 

If I may proceed, in regard to H. R. 4727 we have neither recom- 
mended against nor recommended in support of this enactment, but 
we do say it has not come to our attention through the vears that 
there has been any demand of consequence for the proposal made in 
the bill. 

We recognize Mr. Cretella’s sincerity in sponsoring its enactment, 
but we do think that this would create administrative complications 
in that the Veterans’ Administration would be called upon to decide 
which one of the close friends or associates should receive the flag if 
there were, and there well could be, contesting claimants. 

I do want to say, in deference to the distinguished Members of 
Congress, Mrs. Rogers and Mr. Matthews, that we recognize their 
sincerity in introducing the bills which they sponsor, but we do think 
that the committee should have the benefit of our experience in the 
comments which I have made. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Byrne. Thank you, Mr. Stevens. 

Are there any questions, Mr. Diggs? 

Mr. Diaes. I have no questions. 

Mr. Byrne. Do you have any questions, Mr. Weaver? 

Mr. Weaver. No questions. 

Mr. Byrne. You may proceed, Mr. Kennedy. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman, that completes Mr. Stevens’ testi- 
mony, and I now have Mr. John S. Mears, who, as I said before, would 
like to say something briefly on H. R. 2562, with your permission, 
of course. 

Mr. Byrne. All right, Mr. Mears, vou may proceed. 
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Mr. Mears. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to offer for the record at this point my prepared 
statement in regard to this matter. 
Mr. Byrne. Without objection, it will be received. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN S. Mears, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT, NATIONAL 
Economic- COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, on behalf of the American Legion 
| wish to express my appreciation for the opportunity of appearing before you 
this morning to present the views of the American Legion on H. R. 2562, which 
is a bill to amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, to provide 
that receipt of mustering-out payments shall not bar receipt of unemployment- 
compensation payments made under the act. 

Such a restriction was not incorporated in the provisions of the laws granting 
similar benefits to World War II veterans. In the interest of plain fairness, the 
\merican Legion believes that the veteran of Korea should be accorded the same 
consideration. World War II veterans received mustering-out payments similar 
to those for Korean veterans and in addition were entitled to unemployment 
compensation of $20 a week for each week of unemployment, not to exceed a 
maximum of 52 weeks. Korean veterans are entitled to unemployment com- 
pensation in the amount of $26 for each week of unemployment, but their entitle- 
ment is limited to a maximum of 26 weeks. It would seem that this is a curtail- 
ment of benefits, as compared to the World War IT allowance. 

We do not wish to discuss this particular point and for the purpose of this 
statement we will assume there is a certain amount of justification for such a 
revision; we further will assume the revision of the benefits was based upon 
considerations germane to the problem of unemployment. We strongly believe, 
however, that a further curtailment of these benefits up to almost 50 percent of 
the maximum number of weeks entitlement, because of the receipt of a benefit 
not germane to the unemployment problem, and not awarded on the basis of 
experienced unemployment is erroneous and should be corrected. 

President Iranklin D. Roosevelt, in a letter to the Congress, dated November 
23, 1943 (see hearing before the Committee on Military Affairs, United States 
Senate, 78th Cong., Ist sess., on S. 1543, December 1, 1948) said: 

“To help service men and women tide over the difficult period of readjustment 
from military to civilian life, mustering-out pay will be needed. It will relieve 
them of anxiety while they seek private employment or make their personal plans 
for the future. I, therefore, recommend to the Congress that it enact legislation 
and provide funds for the payment of a uniform, reasonable mustering-out pay 
to all members of the Armed Forces upon their honorable discharge or transfer to 
inactive duty. This pay should not be in a lump sum but on a monthly instali- 
ment basis. 

“We must anticipate, however, that some members of the Armed Forces may 
not be able to obtain employment within a reasonable time after their return to 
civil life. For them, unemployment allowances should be provided until they 
can reasonably be absorbed by private industry.” 

It would seem from this language that the purpose of mustering-out payments 
and unemployment compensation were considered distinguishable and that each 
benefit was to alleviate a different and distinct problem. 

In his statement before the same Senate committee, supra, Mr. Warren H. 
Atherton, then the national commander of the American Legion, in his testimony 
indicated that the purposes of a mustering-out payment were separate and distinct 
from the unemployment problem for which unemployment compensation is paid. 

Certain conclusions to further support this premise can he gleaned from an 
analysis of the records of the World War II unemployment compensation program. 
These records (see Readjustment Allowance Service administrative letter, No. 
136, dated October 1, 1951, issued by the Veterans’ Administration) indicate: 

1. Generally, veterans did not rush from the separation centers to local 
offices of the State employment security agencies to claim their readjustment 
allowances. About 25 percent of those who filed claims filed them within 
30 days from the dates of their discharges. Another 45 percent delayed from 
1 to 5 months before claiming allowances. About 20 percent delayed from 
6 to 23 months and 10 percent didn’t file claims until 2 years or more after 
they were discharged. 

2. In the fourth and fifth years of the program, except for the compara- 
tively few individuals who were being currently discharged, readjustment 
allowances served the principal purposes of unemployment compensation. 
The vast majority of claimants during these years had had postwar jobs, had 
lost them, and were claiming readjustment allowances during these occasional 
spells of unemployment. 

3. Many veterans found temporary or seasonal jobs quite promptly only 
to find themselves unemployed after a few weeks or months. ear of these 
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jobs were not covered by State unemployment compensation laws. When 
these jobs expired the veterans had recourse to readjustment allowances. 
About 73 percent of all payments made were made to veterans who had filed 
claims for more than one period of unemployment. During the 5 years 
many more than half of the claimants had had from 2 to 11 separate periods of 
unemployment. Nearly 80 percent of the veterans who received 25 or more 
weeks of payments claimed them in two or more separate periods of unem- 
ployment. 
From the above data we may conclude that 

(a) Readjustment into a gainful civilian occupation in the cases of the vast 
majority of veterans was prerequisite to a successful readjustment to civilian 
living; 

(b). Difficulty and delay in the integration of such a great number of vet- 
erans into the civilian labor force was experienced and was unavoidable; 

(c) Readjustment allowances filled an honest and pressing need. The pro- 
gram aided materially in the quick economic recovery of the Nation; expedited 
the readjustment of veterans, prevented untold hardship among veterans 
which would have ozcurred otherwise and thus performed the purpose for 
which it was designed. 

The American Legion, therefore, believes that the present curtailment, which 
in many-many cases, will approximate 50 percent of the unemployment compensa- 
tion entitlement, should be eliminated because it is a confusion of purposes and, 
therefore, unsound, since it defeats the purpose for which unemployment compen- 
sation is given. Mustering-out pay is given uniformly. to all veterans and is not 
conditioned upon any of the following considerations: 

Is the veteran employable? 
Does he have a job to which he ean return? 
What is his earning capacity? 

Since these considerations are not pertinent to the payment of mustering-out 
pay, it is quite apparent that its purpose is not in the nature of unemployment 
compensation. On the other hand, unemployment compensation is designed to 
fill the needs of the veteran, as they arise, over a much longer period of time. To 
consider that the payment of one almost immediately upon discharge is sufficient 
reason to deny subsequent unemployment compensation benefits 2, 3, or 4 years 
later, when the need may be very real and urgent, is to defeat the purpose of the 
latter program, in fact it is for all practical purposes an indirect way of further 
curtailing unemployment compensation entitlement given to Korean veterans as 
compared to World War II veterans beyond any reasonable basis. 

For these reasons, the American Legion sincerely urges this committee to report 
favorably upon H. R. 2562. 

Before closing I would like to advise the committee that copies of H. R. 2562 
and title IV of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 indicate that 
section 401 (b), not 401 (a), should be amended. 

Further, while the American Legion has not given extensive consideration to 
the problem of legislative mechanics, it is believed that the proposed amendment 
will be retroactive in its effect, as it should be; if there is any doubt as to this 
aspect, it is respectfully requested that the final measure contain language which 
will be certain as to its retroactive effect. 


Mr. Mears. The main points brought out by this statement which 
has been submitted is that in the enactment of the Veterans’ Readjust- 
ment Assistance Act, relating to Korean veterans, the unemployment 
compensation aspect was curtailed somewhat in comparison with the 
World War II benefits in that it was changed from $20 a week for 52 
weeks of unemployment, referring to World War II benefits, to $26 a 
week for 26 weeks, as related to Korean veterans. 

In the World War II legislation there was no further curtailment of 
the unemployment compensation benefits by reason of receipt of mus- 
tering-out payments. 

In considering these two problems with reference to the World War 
II benefits, the statement quotes certain language from a letter to 
Ceiizréss from President Franklin D. Roosevelt, and further refers to 
the statement by the then national commander of the American 
Legion. Mr. Warren H. Atherton, and further refers to some facts and 
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conclusions which were gained from leading Veterans’ Administration 
appraisals of the first 5 years of the program after World War II, 
which indicates the conclusion that mustering-out payments were in- 
tended to be given to serve a purpose other than or nonrelated to 
strictly an unemployment problem. 

Therefore, the point brought out in this statement is that the pres- 
ent curtailment of unemployment compensation benefits affected by 
the receipt of mustering-out payments, further reduces or curtails the 
Korean benefits as compared to the World War II benefits somewhat 
to a greater proportion than it would appear, when you consider that. 
it is generally stated that the benefit will be for a maximum of 26 
weeks and we believe that by and large a great number of veterans of 
the Korean conflict will receive the maximum mustering-out payment. 

There is required for the maximum mustering-out payment 60 
days of service, I believe, and in addition to that, service outside of 
the continental limits of the United States. Therefore, if we curtail 
12 weeks for the receipt of a third mustering-out payment, we have 
curtailed 26 weeks’ entitlement, or almost 50 percent, or 1226 (?). 

We feel that the curtailment from 52 weeks of $20 to 26 weeks ‘at 
$26 may well be justified, but it was probably based upon considera- 
tions that relate to the need for unemployment compensation and 
when you further curtail these benefits relating to unemployment 
compensation because of the receipt of mustering-out payments, there 
is a confusion of the purposes for which the payments are made and, 
therefore, we feel it is somewhat erroneous and should be corrected. 

The history of the World War II unemployment compensation 
program showed that the period that unemployment compensation 
was needed was at a time much later than the period during which 
mustering-out payments had been received. In other words, the 
mustering-out payment is an immediate payment, and it is completed 
within a relatively short time, and it will not serve the same purpose 
that the unemployment compensation is intended to serve. 

Therefore, we recommend that H. R. 2562 be reported upon 
favorably. Thank you. 

Mr. Byrne. Are there any questions, Mr. Diggs? 

Mr. Dices. No questions. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Weaver? 

Mr. Weaver. No questions. 

Mr. Mears. If I may, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Kennedy did not advise 
you, but I would like for a brief moment to comment upon H. R. 4946 
which has some bearing upon the division of the American Legion 
which I am concerned with. 

Mr. Byrne. You may proceed, Mr. Mears. 

Mr. Mears. I would like to offer a comment for your information 
that the bill limits for the receipt of filing of claims for unemployment 
compensation, to 5 years after discharge or the date determined by 
the present or concurrent resolution of the Congress, and that ‘this 
bill, or the motivating force or thought behind this bill occurred prior 
to the date which has now been set by the President. 

Presently, the 5-year limitation will extend 5 years from January 31, 
1955. This proposal would limit this to 3 years. 

Prior to the date being set, the primary consideration was the fact 
that at that present time there was no forseeable end to this liability 
upon the part of Government, and with that in mind, the Ameriean 
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Legion feels it would be reasonable to try to limit the forseeable liability 
under this program, but since that time the date has been set by the 
President and we now really have a minor problem of a difference of 
2 years. 

So, under those conditions, | would think that the problem is not as 
serious or is not as major a problem as it was at the time the bill was 
proposed or considered. 

Mr. Byrne. Are there any questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Byrne. We shall now hear from Mr. Adin M. Downer of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars. 


STATEMENT OF ADIN M. DOWNER, REPRESENTING THE VETERANS 
OF FOREIGN WARS 


Mr. Downer. Mr. Chairman, the hour is quite late, as I am sure 
ou realize, and I shall try to comply with the time requirements. The 
louse, I believe, meets at noon, does it not? 

Mr. Byrne. Yes, sir. 

We are glad to have you, Mr. Downer. I was associated with your 
good friend, John Capitolo, over the weekend, who is the district 
commander of the district in which I live. 

Mr. Downer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am here at the pleasure of the committee and hurriedly I should 
like to comment in the beginning upon the only bill under considera- 
tion on which our organization has taken some ac tion, which is H. R. 
‘1821, by Mr. Matthews. 

I recognize that it is very seldom that any proposal is all good on one 
side and all bad on the other side. 

‘I have listened to objections to H. R. 1821 which have been made by 
Mr. Birdsall and by Mr. Stevens of the American Legion and, frankly, 
I think there is some merit to the objections which they have raised. 

Our reason for taking the action that we did in support of this 
proposal was very clearly expressed in the very comprehensive state- 
ment which Mr. Matthews submitted to you. I shall not take any 
time to attempt to reiterate the reasons for the proposal that Mr. Mat- 
thews submitted. 

I would like to mention, insofar as the objection that Mr. Birdsall 
raised, that there are, in addition to the group of disabled veterans 
with whom the Veterans’ Administration feels they must keep close 
contact, other groups such as the group of widows, children and 
dependent parents with whom it is not necessary that they keep such 
close contact and, in fact, I believe their contact is through an annual 
questionnaire to determine their eligibility for the benefit as affected 
by their income. 

Now, certainly, in that large group the objection which was made 
by Mr. Birdsall would not apply. Insofar as the disabled cases are 
concerned, I recognize that certainly it is desirable for as close contact 
as possible be kept with them, and if the committee feels that because 
of the fact that this proposal should not be approved, then, I would 
like to suggest to you that you give consideration to permitting the 
forwarding of checks for a limited period of time, say for 6 months, 
to permit the veterans to contact the Veterans’ Administration and 
furnish them directly with their current address. 








894 MISCELLANEOUS BILLS 


We know that there are many instances, as Mr. Matthews pointed 
out, where veterans or widows or parents suffer unnecessary hardships. 
because of the fact that they failed to directly notify the Veterans’ 
Administration that they have changed their address. . 

Now, certainly, we recognize that one can say: ‘Well, they can 
notify the Veterans’ Administration,’ but the fact of. the matter is 
that some people are just dilatory about doing that, especially people 
who live with severe disabilities and find it quite difficult to adjust 
themselves in properly combating many of the strains of living. They 
just do not get such things done and we think, certamly, it would not 
increase the likelihood or the possibility of misdelivery of the check, 
to authorize the postmaster, where a proper change of adress has 
been deposited with him, to forward the check. 

Now, that is the only proposal here, Mr. Chairman, that we have 
any official position on and in view of the lateness of the hour, that 
will conclude my statement, unless the committee has some questions 
they would like to ask me. 

I would like to thank you very much for the opportunity of 
appearing. 

Mr. Byrne. Are there any questions, Mr. Diggs? 

Mr. Diags, I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Weaver? 

Mr. Weaver. No questions. 

Mr. Byrne, Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Byrne. Thank you, Mr. Downer. We appreciate your coming 
here and we appreciate all of you fine gentlemen coming before the 
committee who have testified on these matters. 

Mr. Downer. Thank you. 

Mr. Byrne. The committee will give all of your thoughts the 
utmost consideration and you can be sure of that. Thank you, 
gentlemen. 

The committee stands adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 12 noon, the committee adjourned, to meet again 
at the call of the Chair.) 
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